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July  7,  1964. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Mills,  from  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  11865] 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  11865)  to  increase  benefits  under  the  Federal  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  provide  child's  insurance  benefits 
beyond  age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's  benefits  at  age  60 
on  a  reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals  not 
otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered 
the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recom- 
mend that  the  bill  do  pass. 

I.  PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  11865,  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1964,  is  to  improve  the  benefit  and  coverage  provisions  and  the 
financing  structure  of  the  Federal  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  (OASDI)  system. 

The  last  across-the-board  adjustment  in  social  security  insurance 
benefits,  and  the  last  adjustment  in  the  amount  of  annual  earnings 
that  is  taxed  and  credited  toward  benefits  (the  contribution  and  benefit 
base) ,  were  enacted  in  1958.  In  recognition  of  changes  in  the  economy 
since  that  time  the  bill  provides  for  increasing  the  insurance  benefits 
by  5  percent  across  the  board  and  for  increasing  the  contribution  and 
benefit  base. 

To  permit  payment  of  benefits  to  certain  aged  people  who  did  not 
work  long  enough  under  social  security  to  meet  the  present  work 
requirements  for  benefits  payments,  the  bill  contains  a  special  pro- 
vision reducing  the  covered  work  requirements  for  aged  workers, 
aged  wives,  and  aged  widows.  Benefits  would  be  payable  when  these 
individuals  attain  age  72. 

1 


2 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1964 


To  help  children  continue  in  school,  the  bill  provides  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  child's  benefit  beyond  age  18  and  up  to  age  22  if  the  child 
is  in  school  or  college. 

To  improve  the  protection  now  provided  under  the  social  security 
system  for  aged  widows,  the  bill  lowers  the  age  at  which  they  can  first 
become  eligible  for  benefits  to  age  60  on  a  voluntary  and  an  actuarially 
reduced  basis. 

To  improve  the  protection  for  people  in  the  service  industries  for 
whom  tips  constitute  a  substantial  source  of  earnings,  cash  tips  from 
customers  would  be  made  creditable  for  benefits  and  contributions. 

To  complete  the  coverage  of  professional  groups  and  the  self- 
employed,  the  bill  will  bring  doctors  of  medicine  who  are  self-employed 
and  interns  under  the  coverage  of  the  program.  Certain  other  minor 
coverage  extensions  would  be  made. 

Consistent  with  the  policies  established  by  the  Congress,  the 
improvements  made  by  the  bill  will  be  adequately  financed  and  the 
program  will  continue  to  be  self-supporting  on  a  sound  actuarial 
basis.  A  revised  schedule  of  social  security  tax  rates  would  be  pro- 
vided along  with  an  increase  in  the  taxable  earnings  base  which  will 
improve  the  actuarial  balance  over  what  it  is  at  the  present  time. 

The  bill  also  will  provide  for  increasing  the  total  allocation  to  the 
Federal  disability  insurance  trust  fund  in  order  to  strengthen  the 
disability  fund. 

II.  SUMMARY  OF  PRINCIPAL  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

A.  FIVE  PERCENT  ACROSS-THE-BOARD  INCREASE  IN  INSURANCE  BENEFIT 

PAYMENTS 

The  bill  would  increase  the  insurance  benefit  payments  under  present 
law  by  5  percent  for  all  persons  now  on  the  benefit  rolls  and  for  all 
future  beneficiaries. 

1.  Workers,  dependents,  and  survivors  benefits 

For  workers  retiring  at  age  65  with  average  monthly  earnings  of 
$400  or  less,  monthly  payments  would  range  from  $42  to  $133.40 
for  primary  beneficiaries  as  compared  with  $40  to  $127  under  present 
law.  Primary  benefits  ranging  up  to  $143.40  would  be  payable  to 
people  who  retire  and  come  on  the  benefit  rolls  in  the  future  as  the 
increase  in  the  earnings  base  that  the  committee  is  recommending 
makes  possible  the  counting  of  up  to  $5,400  of  annual  earnings  toward 
benefits  along  with  the  5-percent  increase  in  payments.  Survivors 
and  dependents  benefits  would  also  be  proportionately  increased. 

2.  Family  benefits 

Under  present  law,  the  ceiling  on  the  total  amount  of  family  benefits 
payable  on  a  worker's  earnings  record  ranges  from  $60  to  $254  a 
month,  depending  on  the  worker's  average  monthly  earnings.  Under 
the  bill  the  minimum  amount  of  monthly  benefits  for  a  family  would 
be  raised  to  $63  and  the  maximum  would  be  $281.20  at  the  $400  aver- 
age monthly  earnings  level,  which  is  the  highest  possible  under  the 
present  $4,800  earnings  base.  In  the  future,  maximum  family  benefit 
amounts  up  to  $300  would  be  payable  as  the  $5,400  earnings  base 
that  the  bill  would  provide  becomes  effective  and  average  monthly 
earnings  rise  above  $400. 
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July  7,  1964. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Mills,  from  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  11865] 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  11865)  to  increase  benefits  under  the  Federal  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  provide  child's  insurance  benefits 
beyond  age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's  benefits  at  age  60 
on  a  reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals  not 
otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered 
the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recom- 
mend that  the  bill  do  pass. 

I.  PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE  OF  THE  BELL 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  11865,  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1964,  is  to  improve  the  benefit  and  coverage  provisions  and  the 
financing  structure  of  the  Federal  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  (OASDI)  system. 

The  last  across-the-board  adjustment  in  social  security  insurance 
benefits,  and  the  last  adjustment  in  the  amount  of  annual  earnings 
that  is  taxed  and  credited  toward  benefits  (the  contribution  and  benefit 
base) ,  were  enacted  in  1958.  In  recognition  of  changes  in  the  economy 
since  that  time  the  bill  provides  for  increasing  the  insurance  benefits 
by  5  percent  across  the  board  and  for  increasing  the  contribution  and 
benefit  base. 

To  permit  payment  of  benefits  to  certain  aged  people  who  did  not 
work  long  enough  under  social  security  to  meet  the  present  work 
requirements  for  benefits  payments,  the  bill  contains  a  special  pro- 
vision reducing  the  covered  work  requirements  for  aged  workers, 
aged  wives,  and  aged  widows.  Benefits  would  be  payable  when  these 
individuals  attain  age  72. 
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To  help  children  continue  in  school,  the  bill  provides  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  child's  benefit  beyond  age  18  and  up  to  age  22  if  the  child 
is  in  school  or  college. 

To  improve  the  protection  now  provided  under  the  social  security 
system  for  aged  widows,  the  bill  lowers  the  age  at  which  they  can  first 
become  eligible  for  benefits  to  age  60  on  a  voluntary  and  an  actuarially 
reduced  basis. 

To  improve  the  protection  for  people  in  the  service  industries  for 
whom  tips  constitute  a  substantial  source  of  earnings,  cash  tips  from 
customers  would  be  made  creditable  for  benefits  and  contributions. 

To  complete  the  coverage  of  professional  groups  and  the  self- 
employed,  the  bill  will  bring  doctors  of  medicine  who  are  self-employed 
and  interns  under  the  coverage  of  the  program.  Certain  other  minor 
coverage  extensions  would  be  made. 

Consistent  with  the  policies  established  by  the  Congress,  the 
improvements  made  by  the  bill  will  be  adequately  financed  and  the 
program  will  continue  to  be  self-supporting  on  a  sound  actuarial 
basis.  A  revised  schedule  of  social  security  tax  rates  would  be  pro- 
vided along  with  an  increase  in  the  taxable  earnings  base  which  will 
improve  the  actuarial  balance  over  what  it  is  at  the  present  time. 

The  bill  also  will  provide  for  increasing  the  total  allocation  to  the 
Federal  disability  insurance  trust  fund  in  order  to  strengthen  the 
disability  fund. 

n.  SUMMARY  OF  PRINCIPAL  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

A.  FIVE  PERCENT  ACROSS-THE-BOARD  INCREASE  IN  INSURANCE  BENEFIT 

PAYMENTS 

The  bill  would  increase  the  insurance  benefit  payments  under  present 
law  by  5  percent  for  all  persons  now  on  the  benefit  rolls  and  for  all 
future  beneficiaries. 

1.  Workers,  dependents,  and  survivors  benefits 

For  workers  retiring  at  age  65  with  average  monthly  earnings  of 
$400  or  less,  monthly  payments  would  range  from  $42  to  $133.40 
for  primary  beneficiaries  as  compared  with  $40  to  $127  under  present 
law.  Primary  benefits  ranging  up  to  $143.40  would  be  payable  to 
people  who  retire  and  come  on  the  benefit  rolls  in  the  future  as  the 
increase  in  the  earnings  base  that  the  committee  is  recommending 
makes  possible  the  counting  of  up  to  $5,400  of  annual  earnings  toward 
benefits  along  with  the  5-percent  increase  in  payments.  Survivors 
and  dependents  benefits  would  also  be  proportionately  increased. 

2.  Family  benefits 

Under  present  law,  the  ceiling  on  the  total  amount  of  family  benefits 
payable  on  a  worker's  earnings  record  ranges  from  $60  to  $254  a 
month,  depending  on  the  worker's  average  monthly  earnings.  Under 
the  bill  the  minimum  amount  of  monthly  benefits  for  a  family  would 
be  raised  to  $63  and  the  maximum  would  be  $281.20  at  the  $400  aver- 
age monthly  earnings  level,  which  is  the  highest  possible  under  the 
present  $4,800  earnings  base.  In  the  future,  maximum  family  benefit 
amounts  up  to  $300  would  be  payable  as  the  $5,400  earnings  base 
that  the  bill  would  provide  becomes  effective  and  average  monthly 
earnings  rise  above  $400. 
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3.  Number  of  beneficiaries  and  effective  date 

The  5-percent  across-the-board  increase  would  be  effective  for  the 
20  million  beneficiaries  on  the  rolls  in  their  benefit  payments  which 
are  due  for  the  second  calendar  month  fohowing  the  date  of  enact- 
ment. 

For  the  first  full  year,  1965,  it  is  estimated  that  $925  million  in 
additional  benefit  amounts  would  be  paid  as  a  result  of  this  5-percent 
increase. 

B.  PAYMENT  OF  BENEFITS  TO  CERTAIN  AGED  PERSONS 

The  bill  would  provide  limited  benefits  for  certain  aged  individuals 
who  have  some  social  security  coverage  but  not  enough  to  meet  the 
minimum  required  by  existing  law. 

A  special  provision  would  liberalize  the  eligibility  requirements  so 
that  certain  aged  people  who  do  not  meet  the  work  requirements  in 
present  law  could  qualify  for  benefits  on  the  basis  of  as  few  as  three 
quarters  of  coverage.  Upon  attaining  age  72,  a  worker  or  widow  who 
qualifies  under  these  provisions  would  get  a  monthly  benefit  of  $35; 
a  wife  who  qualifies  would  get  a  benefit  of  $17.50. 

1.  Men  and  women  workers 

To  accomplish  the  above,  a  new  concept  of  "transitional  insured" 
status  under  the  bill  would  provide  that  these  oldest  workers  will  re- 
ceive benefits  with  only  three  quarters  of  coverage,  as  contrasted  with 
the  present  requirement  of  six  quarters.  For  those  workers  who  are 
not  quite  so  old,  the  quarters  of  coverage  requirement  would  increase 
until  the  requirement  merges  with  the  present  minimum  requirement 
of  six  quarters. 

The  following  table  illustrates  the  operation  of  the  "transitional 
insured"  status  provision  for  workers: 


Transitional  insured  status  requirements  for  worker's  benefits 


Men 

Women 

Age  (in  1965) 

Quarters  of  cov- 
erage required 

Age  (in  1965) 

Quarters  of  cov- 
erage required 

76  or  over..  

3. 
4. 

5. 

6  or  more. 

73  or  over  

3. 
4. 

5. 

6  or  more. 

75  

72.  

74  

71   

73  or  younger  

70  or  younger  

Thus,  to  be  eligible  for  benefits  an  individual  must  both  (1)  meet 
the  above  coverage  requirements,  and  (2)  have  attained  age  72. 

2.  Wives 

A  wife's  benefits  would  be  payable  at  age  72  to  the  wife  of  a  worker 
who  qualified  for  benefits  under  the  transitional  provisions  if  she  at- 
tained age  72  before  1968. 

8.  Widows 

Any  widow  who  is  age  72  or  over  in  1965,  if  her  husband  died  or 
reached  age  65  in  1954  or  earlier,  can  get  a  widow's  benefit  if  her 
husband  had  at  least  three  quarters  of  coverage.  Present  law  requires 
six  quarters. 


4 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1964 


If  the  husband  died  or  reached  65  in  1955,  the  requirement  is  four 
quarters.  If  he  died  or  reached  65  in  1956,  the  requirement  would  be 
five  quarters.  If  he  died  or  reached  65  in  1957  or  later,  the  minimum 
requirement  would  be  six  quarters,  the  same  as  present  law. 

For  widows  reaching  age  72  in  1966  and  1967,  there  is  a  grading-m 
of  coverage  requirement  of  four  or  five  quarters  of  coverage,  respec- 
tively. Widows  reaching  age  72  in  1968  or  after  would  be  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  existing  law  of  six  or  more  quarters  of  coverage. 

The  table  below  sets  forth  the  requirements  as  to  widows: 


Transeclional  insured  status  requirements  for  widow's  benefits 


Year  of  husband's 
death  (or  attainment 
of  age  65,  If  earlier) 

Present  quarters 
required 

Proposed  quarters  required  for  widow  attaining  age  72  In — 

1965  or  before 

1966 

1967 

1954  or  before  

6  

3   

4   

6. 
6. 
5. 

6  or  more. 

1955   

6  -  

4   

4  

1956-  

6   

5.  

6  „ 

1957  or  after   

6  or  more  

6  or  more  

4-  Persons  affected,  benefits,  and  effective  date 

These  provisions  would  become  effective  for  the  second  month  after 
the  month  of  enactment.  It  is  estimated  that  600,000  individuals 
will  be  added  to  the  social  security  benefit  rolls  by  this  provision,  with 
such  benefits  totaling  about  $250  million  in  1965. 

C.  PAYMENT  OF  CHILD'S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  TO  CHILDREN  ATTEND- 
ING SCHOOL  OR  COLLEGE  AFTER  ATTAINMENT  OF  AGE  18  AND  UP 
TO  AGE  22 

The  bill  would  provide  for  the  payment  of  child's  insurance  benefits 
until  the  child  reaches  age  22,  provided  the  child  is  attending  school, 
including  a  vocational  school,  or  college  as  a  full-time  student  after 
he  reaches  age  18. 

This  provision  would  become  effective  for  the  month  following  the 
month  of  enactment,  or  September  1964— whichever  is  later.  It  is 
estimated  that  275,000  children  will  benefit  in  the  total  amount  of 
$175  million  under  this  provision  in  1965. 

D.  BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  AT  AGE  60 

The  bill  would  provide  for  the  payment  of  benefits  to  widows 
beginning  at  age  60  at  their  election,  with  the  benefits  payable  to 
those  who  claim  them  before  age  62  actuarially  reduced  to  take 
account  of  the  longer  period  over  which  they  will  be  paid.  (Under 
present  law  widow's  benefits  are  payable  at  age  62.) 

This  provision  would  be  effective  for  months  after  the  month  of 
enactment.  In  the  first  full  year,  1965,  it  is  estimated  that  180,000 
widows  will  take  advantage  of  this  provision  and  receive  $150  million 
in  benefits. 
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E.  COVERAGE  EXTENSIONS  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

1 .  Physicians  who  are  self-employed  and  interns 

To  complete  coverage  of  professional  groups,  the  bill  would  provide 
for  the  coverage  of  physicians  who  are  self-employed  and  interns. 

Self-employed  physicians  would  be  covered  for  taxable  years  ending 
after  December  31,  1964.  Interns  would  be  covered  beginning  on 
January  1,  1965. 

About  170,000  doctors  and  interns  would  be  covered  by  this 
provision. 

2.  Cash  tips 

The  committee's  bill  would  include  in  the  definition  of  "wages" 
for  social  security  purposes  cash  tips  received  by  an  employee  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  whether  received  directly  from  customers 
of  his  employer  or  through  his  employer.  The  coverage  of  the  tips 
would  be  effective  with  respect  to  tips  received  after  1964.  This 
provision  would  make  improved  social  security  protection  possible 
for  more  than  a  million  employees  and  their  families. 

S.  Employees  of  States  and  localities 

(a)  Policemen  and  firemen. — The  general  exclusion  in  existing  law 
relating  to  the  coverage  of  policemen  and  firemen  in  retirement  sys- 
tems would  be  removed.  Coverage  could  thus  be  made  available  in  all 
States — but  only  on  the  initiative  of  the  State  or  local  government  and 
under  the  present  referendum  provisions — to  policemen  and  firemen 
in  positions  covered  under  State  or  local  government  retirement 
systems.  However,  policemen  and  firemen  could  not  be  brought 
under  coverage  as  a  part  of  a  group  which  included  persons  in  positions 
other  than  policemen  and  firemen  positions. 

This  amendment  would  be  effective  with  respect  to  modifications  of 
State  agreements  approved  after  November  30,  1964. 

(b)  Division  of  retirement  systems. — Alaska  and  Kentucky  would  be 
added  to  the  list  of  17  States  that  may  cover  State  and  local  govern- 
ment employees  under  the  divided  retirement  system  provision. 

This  amendment  would  be  effective  upon  enactment. 

(c)  Certain  hospital  employees. — Coverage  would  be  extended  to 
certain  hospital  employees  in  California  whose  positions  were  removed 
from  a  State  or  local  government  retirement  system. 

In  general,  the  coverage  provided  under  this  special  provision  begins 
on  January  1,  1962. 

(d)  Extension  of  time  for  election  of  coverage. — Another  opportunity 
would  be  provided,  through  1965,  for  the  election  of  coverage  by  people 
who  originally  did  not  choose  coverage  under  the  divided  retirement 
system  provision. 

4-  Computation  of  self-employment  income  from  agriculture 

The  maximum  amount  of  gross  farm  income  that  farmers  may  use 
in  computing  covered  farm  self-employment  income,  under  the  op- 
tional reporting  method  based  on  gross  income,  would  be  increased 
from  $1,800  to  $2,400. 

This  amendment  would  be  effective  with  respect  to  taxable  years 
ending  after  December  31,  1964. 
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F.  AUTOMATIC  RECOMPUTATION  OF  BENEFITS 

The  retirement  benefits  of  people  on  the  rolls  would  be  recomputed 
automatically  each  year  to  take  account  of  any  covered  earnings  that 
the  worker  might  have  had  in  the  previous  year  that  would  increase 
his  benefit  amount. 

G.  FINANCING  PROVISIONS 

1 .  Increase  in  the  earnings  base 

The  earnings  base  which  establishes  the  amount  of  annual  earnings 
that  is  subject  to  tax  for  the  support  of  the  program  and  which  is 
used  in  determining  social  security  benefits  would  be  increased  so  that 
earnings  up  to  $5,400  would  be  so  taxed  and  counted  beginning  with 
1965.    The  base  is  $4,800  under  present  law. 

2.  Revision  and  increases  in  the  tax  schedules 

Under  the  bill,  the  schedule  of  social  security  contribution  rates 
would  be  modified  as  follows: 


[In  percent] 


Year 

Contribution  rates 

Employer  and  em- 
ployee, each 

Self-employed 

Present 
law 

H.E.  11865 

Present 
law 

H.E.  11865 

1965—  -  

3.625 
4.125 
4.625 
4.625 

3.8 
4.0 
4.5 
4.8 

5.4 
6.2 
6.9 
6.9 

5.7 
6.0 
6.8 
7.2 

1966-67     

1968-70    

1971     

S.  Reallocation  oj  contribution  income  between  the  trust  funds 

Under  the  bill,  an  additional  0.15  percent  of  taxable  wages  and 
0.1125  percent  of  taxable  self -employment  income  would  be  allocated 
to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  bringing  the  total  allocation  to 
0.65  and  0.4875  percent,  respectively.  A  corresponding  amount 
would  be  deducted  from  the  allocation  to  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund,  making  a  more  realistic  allocation  to  each  and 
leaving  both  trust  funds  in  an  actuarially  sound  position. 

4.  Effect  of  financing  provisions 

The  net  effect  of  the  bill  is  to  improve  the  actuarial  soundness  of  the 
program. 

III.  DISCUSSION  OF  PRINCIPAL  PROVISIONS 

A.  FIVE  PERCENT  ACROSS-THE-BOARD  INCREASE  IN  INSURANCE  BENEFIT 

PAYMENTS 

Your  committee  believes  that  a  general  increase  in  social  security 
benefits  is  necessary  at  this  time.  Nearly  20  million  people  now  get 
social  security  checks,  and  for  the  overwhelming  majority  of  these 
people — disabled  and  aged  retired  workers,  aged  wives  and  widows, 
and  orphaned  children  and  their  widowed  mothers — the  benefits  are 
the  major  source  of  support;  for  a  great  many,  they  are  the  only  source. 
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The  last  general  benefit  increase  was  enacted  in  1958  and  was  effective 
with  benefits  payable  for  January  1959.  Since  that  date  there  have 
been  changes  in  wages,  prices,  and  other  aspects  of  the  economy. 

The  bill  would  provide  for  an  increase  of  5  percent  over  the  benefit 
levels  now  provided  on  average  earnings  up  to  $400  a  month.  For 
retired  workers  now  on  the  benefit  rolls,  monthly  payments  would 
range  from  $42  to  $133.40,  as  compared  with  $40  to  $127  under  present 
law,  effective  for  payments  for  the  second  month  after  the  month  of 
enactment.  People  coming  on  the  rolls  in  the  future  whose  benefits 
are  based  on  annual  earnings  of  $4,800  or  less  would  get  benefits 
5  percent  higher  than  they  would  get  under  present  law.  However, 
because  of  the  increase  your  committee  is  proposing  in  the  earnings 
base,  people  coming  on  the  rolls  in  the  future  with  benefits  based  on 
annual  earnings  of  more  than  $4,800  would  of  course  get  benefits  of 
more  than  $133.40;  the  ultimate  maximum  benefit  amount,  payable 
on  average  monthly  earnings  of  $450,  would  be  $143.40.  Table  1 
presents  illustrative  benefit  amounts  for  various  family  groups  under 
the  bill  as  compared  with  present  law. 


Table  1. — Illustrative  monthly  benefits  payable  under  present  law  and  committee  bill 


Average  monthly  wage 

Old-age  benefits  i 

Survivors  benefits 

Worker 

Man  and  wife  2 

Widow  aged 
62,  widower, 
or  parent 

Widow 
aged 
60s 

Widow  and  2 
children 

Pres- 
ent 
law 

Bill 

Pres- 
ent 
law 

Bill 

Pres- 
ent 
law 

Bill 

Bill 

Pres- 
ent 
law 

BilH 

$67  or  less  

$40.  00 

$42.  00 

$60.  00 

$63. 00 

$40. 00 

$42.  00 

$36.  40 

$60.  00 

$63.00 

$100  

59.00 

62.00 

88.  50 

93.00 

48.70 

51.20 

44.  40 

88. 50 

93.00 

$150   

73.  00 

76.  70 

109.50 

115.  10 

60.30 

63.30 

54.  90 

120.  00 

120. 00 

$200  

84.  00 

88. 20 

126.  00 

132.  30 

69.30 

72.  80 

63. 10 

161.  70 

161.70 

$250_   

95. 00 

99.  80 

142.  50 

149.  70 

78.40 

82.  40 

71.  50 

202.  50 

202.  50 

$300  

105. 00 

110. 30 

157.  50 

165.  50 

86.  70 

91.00 

78.  90 

236. 40 

240.00 

$350  

116.00 

121.  80 

174.  00 

182.  70 

95.70 

100.  50 

87. 10 

254. 10 

260.  40 

$400..   

127.  00 

133. 40 

190.  50 

200. 10 

104.  80 

110. 10 

95.  50 

254. 10 

281.40 

$450  

(') 

143.  40 

(«) 

215. 10 

(»)" 

118.  40 

102.  70 

(») 

300. 00 

1  Worker  aged  65  or  over  at  time  of  retirement,  and  wife  aged  65  or  over  at  the  time  when  she  comes  on  the 
rolls. 

2  Survivor  benefit  amounts  for  a  widow  and  1  child  or  for  2  parents  would  be  the  same  as  for  a  man  and 
wife. 

3  Not  applicable  under  present  law. 

<  For  families  on  the  benefit  roll  in  the  month  after  the  month  of  enactment  who  are  affected  by  the  maxi- 
mum-benefit provisions,  the  amounts  payable  under  the  bill  would,  in  some  cases,  be  somewhat  higher  than 
those  shown  here  (namely,  for  the  cases  where  the  average  monthly  wages  are  $150  through  $350). 

s  Not  applicable  since  maximum  average  monthly  wage  possible  is  $400. 

Family  maximum. — Under  the  bill  the  maximum  amount  of  benefits 
payable  to  a  family  would  be  related  to  the  worker's  average  monthly 
earnings  at  the  higher  earnings  level,  as  well  as  at  the  lower  levels  as 
under  present  law.  Under  present  law,  the  $254  maximum  applies  at 
all  average  monthly  earnings  levels  above  $314;  under  the  bill,  a  differ- 
ent family  maximum  amount  would  be  provided  at  virtually  every 
average  monthly  wage  bracket  in  the  benefit  table,  from  a  minimum 
of  $63  to  a  maximum  of  $300.  The  maximum  amount  payable  to  a 
family  now  on  the  benefit  rolls  would  be  $281.20,  as  compared  with 
$254  under  present  law. 
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B.   PAYMENT  OF  BENEFITS  TO  CERTAIN  AGED  PERSONS 

Your  committee  recommends  that  special  insured  status  provisions 
be  adopted  so  that  social  security  benefits  can  be  provided  for  people 
who,  though  they  worked  in  covered  jobs,  did  not  have  the  opportunity 
to  work  long  enough  to  become  insured  under  the  program,  and  for  the 
wives  and  widows  of  men  in  this  category.  About  600,000  people 
would  become  eligible  immediately  for  social  security  benefits  under 
these  provisions. 

The  present  law  requires  a  minimum  of  six  quarters  of  coverage  for 
insured  status;  this  has  the  effect  of  requiring  that  people  who  reached 
retirement  age  (65  for  men,  62  for  women)  in  1954  or  earlier  to  have 
two  quarters  of  coverage  for  each  year  that  has  elapsed  after  1950 
and  before  1954  to  be  insured.  The  general  requirement  for  insured 
status,  on  the  other  hand,  is  only  one  quarter  of  coverage  for  each 
elapsed  year  after  1950  and  up  to  the  year  of  death  or  retirement  age, 
whichever  is  earlier. 

Under  the  bill,  the  provision  in  present  law  under  which  a  worker 
needs  one  quarter  of  coverage  for  each  elapsed  year  to  be  fully  insured 
would  continue  to  be  applied  but  with  a  minimum  requirement  as 
low  as  three  quarters  of  coverage  rather  than  six.  Thus,  a  person 
could  be  insured  with  three  quarters  of  coverage  if  he  attained  retire- 
ment age  in  1954,  with  four  quarters  of  coverage  if  he  attained  retire- 
ment age  in  1955,  and  with  five  quarters  of  coverage  if  he  attained 
retirement  age  in  1956. 

Benefits  would  be  payable  to  workers  insured  under  the  special 
provision  when  they  attain  age  72,  and  at  age  72  to  the  wives  of  such 
workers  who  attain  age  72  before  1968. 

"Widow's  benefits  would  be  payable  under  the  special  provision  to  a 
widow  who  reached  age  72  before  1968  if  her  husband  had  qualified  for 
old-age  benefits  under  the  special  provisions.  Also,  a  widow  whose 
husband  had  attained  age  65  or  died  before  1957  without  being  insured 
could  get  benefits  if  the  husband  had  at  least  one  quarter  of  coverage 
for  each  year  after  1950  and  up  to  the  year  he  reached  age  65,  or  died  if 
earlier,  but  not  less  than  three  quarters  of  coverage  and  she  attained 
age  72  in  or  before  1965,  or  if  he  had  four  quarters  of  coverage  and  she 
attained  age  72  in  1966,  or  if  he  had  five  quarters  of  coverage  and  she 
attained  age  72  in  1967. 

Under  these  provisions  the  benefit  amount  for  a  worker  would  be 
$35  per  month;  for  his  wife,  $17.50  per  month;  for  his  widow,  $35  per 
month. 

Benefits  will  be  payable  for  and  after  the  second  month  following 
the  month  of  enactment. 

C.  PAYMENT  OF  CHILD'S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  TO  CHILDREN  ATTENDING 
SCHOOL  OR  COLLEGE  AFTER  ATTAINMENT  OF  AGE  18  AND  UP  TO  AGE  22 

Under  present  law  a  child  beneficiary  is  considered  dependent,  and 
is  paid  benefits,  until  he  reaches  age  18,  or  after  that  age  if  he  was 
disabled  before  age  18.  Your  committee  believes  that  a  child  over 
age  18  who  is  attending  school  full  time  is  dependent  just  as  a  child 
under  18  or  a  disabled  older  child  is  dependent,  and  that  it  is  not 
i-ealistic  to  stop  such  a  child's  benefits  at  age  18.  A  child  who  cannot 
look  to  a  father  for  support  (because  he  has  died  or  is  retired)  is  at  a 
disadvantage  in  completing  his  education  in  comparison  with  the  child 
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who  still  has  his  father  to  depend  on.  Not  only  may  the  child  be 
prevented  from  going  to  college  by  loss  of  parental  support  and  loss  of 
his  benefits;  he  may  even  be  prevented  from  finishing  high  school  or 
going  to  vocational  school.  With  many  employers  requiring  more 
than  a  high  school  education  as  a  condition  for  employment,  education 
beyond  the  high  school  level  has  become  almost  a  necessity  in  pre- 
paring for  work. 

Your  committee,  then,  believes  it  is  now  appropriate  and  desirable 
to  provide  social  security  benefits  for  children  who  are  full-time  stu- 
dents between  the  ages  of  18  and  22  and  most  of  whom  will  have  suffered 
a  loss  of  parental  support.  The  provision  would  be  applicable  as 
to  those  students  whose  social  security  child's  benefits  had  already 
terminated  at  age  18  as  well  as  to  those  children  currently  on  the  rolls. 
The  median  age  of  students  graduating  from  high  school  is  about  18; 
providing  benefits  to  age  22  would  mean  that  generally  a  child's 
benefits  could  continue  for  the  time  it  would  take  him  to  complete  a 
4-year  college  course. 

School  is  defined  broadly  to  permit  payments  to  students  taking 
vocational  or  academic  courses.  It  includes  all  schools,  colleges,  and 
universities  which  are  public  or  accredited.  Full-time  attendance  at 
school  would  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  in  fight  of  the  standards  and  practices  of  the  school  involved. 
Specifically  excluded,  however,  would  be  an  individual  paid  by  his 
employer  to  attend  school.  Benefits  would  be  paid  during  normal 
school  vacation  periods  as  well  as  during  the  school  year. 

The  bill  would  not  provide  for  the  continuation  of  mother's  benefits 
in  such  cases,  unless,  of  course,  the  mother  still  had  in  her  care  >  ounger 
children  under  the  age  of  18  who  are  receiving  benefits.  Thus,  the 
bill  would  not  provide  for  the  payment  of  benefits  to  the  mother  whose 
only  child  is  over  18  and  getting  benefits  because  he  is  attending  school. 
There  is  less  need  to  pay  benefits  to  the  mother  in  such  cases,  since  she 
is  not  required  to  stay  at  home  to  care  for  the  child  as  she  may  have 
been  when  he  was  younger. 

An  estimated  275,000  children  aged  18  to  21  on  the  effective  date  of 
this  provision  are  expected  to  claim  benefits  during  the  first  year  of 
operation.  Benefit  payments  to  these  children  would  be  about  $175 
million  in  the  first  year. 

D.  BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  AT  AGE  60 

Under  present  law,  the  earliest  age  at  which  a  widow  can  qualify 
for  benefits  based  on  the  earnings  of  her  deceased  husband  is  62. 
Many  women  are  widowed  years  after  having  left  the  labor  market 
to  become  housewives  and  mothers,  and  they  lack  the  skills  Decessary 
to  qualify  for  reasonably  suitable  employment.  Women  who  are 
widowed  in  their  late  fifties  and  sixties  are  often  denied  employment 
because  of  their  age. 

The  bill  would  provide  for  the  payment  of  aged  widow's  benefits 
beginning  at  age  60,  with  the  benefits  actuarially  reduced  to  take 
account  of  the  longer  period  over  which  they  would  be  paid.  This 
provision  would  thus  extend  to  these  individuals  a  choice  of  retiring 
at  any  time  between  age  60  and  62,  with  a  proportionately  reduced 
benefit,  or  of  waiting  until  age  62  to  receive  a  full  benefit.  The  amount 
of  the  reduction  is  sufficient  to  assure  that  over  the  long  run  there 
will  be  no  additional  cost  to  the  social  security  system  as  a  result  of 
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the  earlier  payment  of  the  benefits.  If  the  widow  chose  to  get  her 
benefits  starting  at  age  60  her  benefit  would  be  reduced  by  five-ninths 
of  1  percent  for  each  moi.th  in  which  it  was  paid  before  age  62,  or,  in 
other  words,  by  13%  percent.  The  reduced  benefit  at  age  60  would 
amount  to  71%  percent  of  the  deceased  husband's  primary  benefit  (at 
age  62  the  full  benefit  equals  82 K  percent  of  the  deceased  husband's 
primary  benefit) . 

An  estimated  180,000  widows  aged  60  to  61  on  the  effective  date  of 
this  provision  are  expected  to  claim  benefits  during  the  first  year  of 
operation.  Benefit  payments  to  these  widows  would  be  about  $150 
million  in  the  first  year. 

E.  COVERAGE  EXTENSIONS  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

1 .  Coverage  of  self-employed  physicians  and  interns 
Self-employed  doctors  of  medicine  are  the  only  group  of  significant 

size  whose  self-employment  income  is  excluded  from  coverage  under 
social  security.  Large  numbers  of  doctors  have  requested  coverage. 
Your  committee  knows  of  no  valid  reason  why  this  single  professional 
group  should  continue  to  be  excluded.  It  runs  counter  to  the  general 
view  that  coverage  should  be  as  universal  as  possible.  There  are 
no  technical  or  administrative  barriers  to  the  coverage  of  self-employed 
doctors  of  medicine. 

Moreover,  more  than  half  of  the  physicians  in  private  practice  have 
obtained  some  social  security  credits  through  work  other  than  their 
self-employment  as  physicians,  or  through  their  military  service. 
As  indicated,  many  requests  for  coverage  have  been  received  from 
those  who  have  not  obtained  social  security  credits  in  this  way  and 
from  physicians  who  have  some  credits  but  wish  to  obtain  full  social 
security  protection. 

Your  committee's  bill  would  cover  the  self-employment  income  of 
the  approximately  170,000  self-employed  doctors  of  medicine  on  the 
same  basis  as  the  self -employment  income  of  other  professional  groups, 
effective  for  taxable  years  ending  after  December  31,  1964. 

Coverage  would  also  be  extended  to  services  performed  by  medical 
and  dental  interns.  The  coverage  of  services  as  an  intern  would  give 
young  doctors  an  earlier  start  in  building  up  social  security  protec- 
tion and  would  help  many  of  them  to  become  insured  under  the  pro- 
gram at  the  time  when  they  need  the  family  survivor  and  disability 
protection  it  provides.  This  protection  is  important  for  doctors  of 
medicine  who,  like  members  of  other  professions,  in  the  early  years 
of  their  practice,  may  not  otherwise  have  the  means  to  provide  ade- 
quate survivorship  and  disability  protection  for  themselves  and  their 
families. 

2.  Coverage  of  cash  tips 

The  committee  bill  provides  for  covering  as  wages,  and  therefore 
counting  toward  social  security  benefits,  cash  tips  received  by  an  em- 
ployee in  the  course  of  his  employment.  Coverage  of  employees'  tips 
will  provide  better  protection  under  the  social  security  program  for 
more  than  a  million  employees  and  their  dependents.  On  the  average 
about  one-third  of  the  work  income  of  these  employees  is  in  the  form 
of  tips;  for  many,  tips  constitute  the  major  source  of  earnings.  The 
amount  of  tips  received  by  employees  who  regularly  receive  tips  is 
estimated  at  more  than  $1  billion  a  year. 
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Since  the  regular  wages  of  employees  who  customarily  receive  tips 
are  relatively  low,  the  benefits  based  on  their  low  regular  wages  will 
consequently  be  low.  For  example,  if  a  tipped  employee  receives  $35 
a  week  in  regular  wages,  and  averages  another  $35  in  tips,  under  pres- 
ent law  he  will  receive  a  monthly  retirement  benefit,  beginning  at 
age  65,  of  $74  based  on  his  regular  wages.  If  his  tips  could  be  included 
as  part  of  his  creditable  wages,  his  benefit  amount  would  be  $106. 

Under  the  amendments  proposed  by  your  committee,  tips  received 
by  an  employee  in  the  course  of  his  employment  would  be  covered  as 
wages.  The  employee  would  be  required  to  report  to  his  employer  in 
writing  the  amount  of  tips  received  and  the  employer  would  report 
the  employee's  tips  along  with  the  employee's  regular  wages.  The 
employee's  report  to  his  employer  would  include  tips  paid  to  him 
through  the  employer  as  well  as  those  received  directly  from  customers 
of  the  employer.  To  avoid  requiring  employees  and  employers  to 
report  small  amounts  of  tips  that  might  be  burdensome  on  employers 
and  that  would  not  affect  the  employee's  benefit  amount,  tips  received 
by  an  employee  which  do  not  amount  to  a  total  of  $20  a  month  in 
connection  with  his  work  for  any  one  employer  would  not  be  covered 
and  would  not  be  reported. 

The  employer  would  be  responsible  for  collecting  the  employee's 
share  of  the  social  security  taxes  on  tips,  paying  his  (the  employer's) 
share  of  the  tax,  and  including  the  tips  with  his  report  of  wages  only  if 
the  employee  reported  in  writing  the  tips  to  him  within  10  days  after 
the  end  of  the  month  in  which  the  tips  were  received,  and  then  only 
to  the  extent  that  he  had  available  unpaid  cash  wages  of  the  employee, 
or  funds  the  employee  turned  over  to  him  for  that  purpose,  that  were 
sufficient  to  cover  the  employee's  share  of  the  tax.  A  provision  is 
included  under  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  is 
authorized  to  issue  regulations  under  which  the  employer  will  be  per- 
mitted to  gear  these  new  reporting  procedures  into  his  usual  payroll 
periods.  It  is  the  understanding  of  your  committee  that  regulations 
will  be  issued  along  these  lines  to  the  end  that  the  procedures  required 
of  the  employer  with  respect  to  this  reporting  requirement  will  be 
minimal. 

The  employer  would  have  no  liability  with  respect  to  tips  which 
were  not  reported  to  him  within  the  time  specified  in  the  bill  and  with 
respect  to  which  he  could  not  collect  the  employee  tax  by  withholding 
from  unpaid  wages  or  funds  turned  over  by  the  employee.  In  such  a 
case  the  employee  would  be  liable  for  the  employee  tax  which  should 
have  been  paid  and,  unless  he  could  show  reasonable  cause  for  failure 
to  report  to  the  employer,  an  additional  amount  equal  to  such  tax. 

Tips  received  by  self-employed  people  are  covered  under  present 
law  as  income  from  seK-employment.  In  providing  this  method  for 
covering  tips  received  by  employees  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the 
committee  to  change  the  employment  status  of  any  individual  who 
receives  tips  or  to  change  the  treatment  of  tips  received  by  the  self- 
employed  for  social  security  purposes. 

3.  Coverage  provisions  applying  to  employees  of  States  and  localities 

(a)  Policemen  and  firemen  under  retirement  systems. — The  bill  would 
remove  from  existing  law  the  general  exclusion  contained  in  section 
218  relating  to  the  coverage  of  policemen  and  firemen  who  are  under 
retirement  systems.  The  bill  would  thus  make  applicable  to  all 
States  the  provision  in  present  law  which  permits  19  specified  States 
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to  extend  coverage,  under  their  agreements  with  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  to  services  performed  by  the  em- 
ployees of  any  such  State  (or  of  any  political  subdivision  thereof)  in 
any  policeman's  or  fireman's  position  covered  by  a  retirement  system 
of  a  State  or  local  government.  Under  existing  law  and  the  action 
of  the  committee,  before  coverage  can  be  extended  to  firemen  and 
policemen  under  retirement  systems,  affirmative  action  will  have  to 
be  taken  (1)  on  the  part  of  the  State  (and  in  appropriate  cases,  by  the 
political  subdivision  thereof)  that  coverage  is  desired,  and  (2)  by  an 
affirmative  vote  of  the  members  of  the  retirement  system  itself  under 
existing  referendum  provisions.  Moreover,  the  bill  modifies  existing 
law  so  as  to  require  that  policemen  and  firemen  must  be  considered  as 
a  separate  coverage  group. 

The  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1954  first  made  social  security 
coverage  available  to  most  members  of  State  or  local  government 
retirement  systems,  but  did  not  remove  the  exclusion  of  prior  law 
which  applied  to  the  services  performed  in  policemen's  and  firemen's 
positions  covered  by  State  or  local  government  retirement  systems. 
Under  a  provision  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1956,  coverage 
was  made  available  for  services  in  such  positions  in  five  specified 
States  which  had  requested  this  coverage.  Since  1956,  this  provision 
has  been  extended  to  14  additional  States  (and  to  all  interstate  in- 
strumentalities). Your  committee  believes  that  the  Federal  statute 
should  not  prevent  coverage  of  policemen  and  firemen  under  retire- 
ment systems  when  the  State  and  the  policemen  or  firemen  wish  to 
have  it.  (There  is  no  impediment  in  the  Federal  law  to  the  social 
security  coverage  of  policemen  and  firemen  whose  positions  are  not 
covered  by  a  State  or  local  government  retirement  system.) 

Your  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  present  general  prohibition 
in  the  Federal  law  to  the  coverage  of  policemen  and  firemen  under  re- 
tirement systems  cannot  be  justified.  Since  such  coverage  is  provided 
under  voluntary  Federal-State  coverage  agreements,  it  is  entirely  a 
matter  for  State  decision  as  to  what  groups  of  public  employees  are 
covered  under  social  security.  It  therefore  seems  incongruous  for  the 
Federal  law  to  bar  absolutely  certain  States  from  exercising  this 
choice  with  respect  to  policemen  and  firemen  under  State  or  local 
retirement  systems. 

Existing  law  contains  provisions,  which  your  committee  believes  are 
adequate,  designed  to  assure  that  members  of  a  State  or  local  retire- 
ment-system group  will  not  be  covered  against  their  will.  There  are 
basically  two  methods  of  covering  such  groups.  Under  one  method 
of  providing  coverage,  coverage  is  extended  only  if  a  majority  of 
members  vote  in  favor  of  coverage,  and  under  the  other  method  (now 
available  in  17  States  listed  in  next  subsection)  coverage  is  extended  to 
only  those  current  members  of  the  retirement-system  group  who  desire 
coverage,  with  all  future  members  of  the  group  being  covered  com- 
pulsorily.  In  addition,  existing  law  contains  a  declaration  that  it  is  the 
policy  of  the  Congress  that  the  protection  afforded  members  of  a  State 
or  local  government  retirement  system  should  not  be  impaired  as  a 
result  of  the  extension  of  social  security  coverage  to  members  of  the 
system. 

The  existing  provisions  give  the  States  considerable  latitude  in  the 
formation  of  groups  to  be  brought  under  social  security  coverage. 
Where  a  retirement  system  covers  employees  of  more  than  one  gov- 
ernmental unit,  the  State  may  bring  under  coverage  as  a  single  group 
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the  employees  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  governmental  units.  Also, 
where  policemen  and  firemen  are  in  a  retirement  system  with  other 
classes  of  employees,  the  policemen  or  firemen  (or  both  together)  may 
be  treated  as  if  they  were  members  of  a  separate  retirement  system. 
In  order  to  provide  an  additional  safeguard  for  policemen  and  fire- 
men under  retirement  systems,  your  committee's  bill  would  amend 
this  latter  provision  to  make  the  provision  mandatory  rather  than 
permissive.  Thus,  policemen  and  firemen  would  have  to  be  treated  as 
if  they  were  members  of  a  separate  retirement  system,  and  would  have 
to  be  covered  separately,  even  in  cases  where  they  were  actually  in  a 
retirement  system  with  other  employees. 

(b)  Addition  of  Alaska  and  Kentucky  to  the  States  which  may  provide 
coverage  through  division  of  retirement  systems. — Under  a  provision  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  which  is  designed  to  facilitate  the  extension  of 
social  security  coverage  to  members  of  State  and  local  government 
retirement  systems,  17  specified  States  (and  all  interstate  instru- 
mentalities) are  permitted  to  divide  a  State  or  local  government 
retirement  system  into  two  parts  for  purposes  of  social  security 
coverage,  one  part  consisting  of  the  positions  of  members  who  desire 
coverage,  and  the  other  consisting  of  the  positions  of  members  who  do 
not  desire  coverage.  Services  performed  by  employees  in  the  part 
consisting  of  the  positions  of  members  who  desire  coverage  may  then 
be  covered  under  social  security,  and,  once  those  services  are  covered, 
the  services  of  all  persons  who  in  the  future  become  members  of  the 
retirement  system  must  also  be  covered.  The  17  States  which  are  now 
permitted  to  extend  coverage  under  this  provision  are  California, 
Connecticut,  Florida,  Georgia,  Hawaii,  Massachusetts,  Minnesota, 
New  Mexico,  New  York,  North  Dakota,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island, 
Tennessee,  Texas,  Vermont,  Washington,  and  Wisconsin.  Your 
committee's  bill  would  add  Alaska  and  Kentucky  to  this  group  of 
States. 

(c)  Coverage  for  certain  additional  hospital  employees  in  California. — ■ 
The  bill  would  modify  a  provisiion  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1960  which  made  coverage  under  the  social  security  program 
available  to  certain  hospital  employees  in  the  State  of  California  who 
had  performed  services  at  some  time  during  the  period  from  January  1, 
1957,  through  December  31,  1959,  with  respect  to  which  contributions 
had  been  erroneously  paid  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  prior  to 
July  1,  1960.  The  1960  legislation  provided  for  crediting  the  remuner- 
ation which  had  been  erroneously  reported  during  the  1957-59  period, 
and  for  covering  the  services  performed  after  1959  by  the  individuals 
for  whom  the  erroneous  reportings  had  been  made.  Your  committee's 
bill  provides  for  covering,  beginning  with  January  1,  1962,  the  services 
of  hospital  employees  employed  in  the  positions  in  question  after  1959, 
and  for  crediting  remuneration  erroneously  reported  for  them  for 
periods  prior  to  1962  if  contributions  with  respect  to  such  remunera- 
tion have  been  paid  before  the  enactment  of  the  bill. 

The  individuals  who  would  be  affected  by  your  committee's  bill 
could  not  be  covered  under  the  1960  legislation,  since  they  were  not 
in  the  group  for  which  erroneous  reports  had  been  filed  during  the  1957 
through  1959  period.  And,  like  the  employees  to  whom  the  1960 
legislation  applied,  they  cannot  be  covered  under  the  generally 
applicable  provisions  of  the  Social  Security  Act  providing  coverage 
for  employees  of  States  and  localities. 

H.  Rept.  1548,  88-2  3 
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Generally  speaking,  the  Social  Security  Act  does  not  permit  States 
to  bring  under  social  security  coverage  persons  whom  the  States  have 
removed  from  coverage  under  a  State  and  local  retirement  system. 
The  positions  of  the  employees  in  question  were  removed  from  cover- 
age under  the  California  State  employees  retirement  system  effective 
July  1,  1957,  without  awareness  that  this  section  established  a  bar  to 
future  social  security  coverage.  This  misunderstanding  led  to  the 
erroneous  reports,  and  created  the  need  for  the  1960  amendment. 

The  employees  to  whom  the  bill  is  directed  have  the  same  need  for 
coverage  as  those  to  whom  the  1960  legislation  applied,  and  are 
barred  from  coverage  under  the  general  provisions  of  law  in  the  same 
way  as  were  the  employees  covered  by  the  1960  legislation.  Your 
committee  believes  that  they  should  be  given  the  same  opportunity 
to  obtain  protection  under  the  social  security  program  as  was  given 
in  1960  to  hospital  employees  in  a  similar  situation. 

(d)  Facilitating  coverage  under  the  provision  for  division  of  State  and 
local  government  retirement  systems. — The  bill  would  provide  a  further 
opportunity  for  election  of  social  security  coverage  by  employees  of 
States  and  localities  who  did  not  elect  coverage  when  they  previously 
had  the  opportunity  to  do  so  under  the  provision  permitting  specified 
States  to  cover  only  those  members  of  a  retirement  system  who  desire 
coverage.  Under  the  present  provision,  the  specified  States  may, 
during  the  2-year  period  after  coverage  of  a  group  is  approved,  cover 
additional  employees  who  request  coverage.  (However,  employees 
hired  after  coverage  of  the  group  is  originally  approved  are  covered 
on  a  compulsory  basis.)  The  bill  would  reopen,  or  hold  open,  through 
December  31,  1965,  the  opportunity  for  election  of  coverage  by  those 
employees  who  had  not  elected  coverage  before  the  expiration  of  the 
2-year  period  following  approval  of  the  coverage  of  their  group. 

Your  committee  recognizes  that  employees  who  initially  failed  to 
elect  coverage  under  the  divided  retirement  system  provision  were 
provided  two  subsequent  opportunities  for  election  of  coverage  under 
amendments  made  to  the  Social  Security  Act  in  1958  and  1961. 
Although  in  general  it  is  important  that  the  time  limits  for  electing 
coverage  be  maintained  and  that  it  be  known  they  will  be  maintained, 
this  situation  involves  special  circumstances  which  seem  to  your 
committee  to  justify  providing  one  additional  opportunity.  Your 
committee  believes,  however,  that  in  the  future  there  should  be  no 
further  reopening  of  the  opportunity  for  electing  coverage  under  the 
divided  retirement  system  provision  beyond  that  which  would  be 
provided  under  this  bill.  We  urge  that  those  now  contemplating 
participation  in  the  program  take  timely  action  to  exercise  their 
choice. 

The  social  security  coverage  of  employees  obtaining  coverage  as  a 
result  of  the  further  opportunity  provided  by  the  proposed  amend- 
ment would  be  required  to  begin  on  the  same  date  as  was  provided 
when  their  group  was  originally  covered.  Thus,  the  employees 
electing  coverage  as  a  result  of  this  amendment  would  have  no  choice 
as  to  the  beginning  date  for  their  coverage. 

4-  Computation  of  self-employment  income  from  agriculture 

Under  present  law,  persons  with  net  earnings  from  farm  self- 
employment  have  the  following  option  in  reporting  for  social  security 
purposes:  (a)  If  annual  gross  income  from  agricultural  self -employ- 
ment is  not  over  $1,800  either  actual  net  earnings  or  66%  percent  of 
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gross  income  may  be  reported;  (b)  if  gross  income  from  agricultural 
self-employment  is  over  $1,800  and  net  earnings  are  less  than  $1,200, 
either  net  earnings  or  $1,200  (two-thirds  of  $1,800)  may  be  reported; 
and  (c)  if  the  annual  gross  income  is  more  than  $1,800  and  net  earnings 
are  $1,200  or  more,  actual  net  earnings  must  be  reported. 

The  bill  approved  by  your  committee  would  retain  the  present 
option  in  the  reporting  of  farm  self-employment  income  but  would 
raise  the  level  of  income  which  may  be  reported  under  the  gross 
income  option  by  increasing  the  $1,800  figure  to  $2,400  and  the 
$1,200  figure  to  $1,600. 

Thus,  persons  with  agricultural  self-employment  would  be  per- 
mitted to  use  the  following  option  in  reporting  their  earnings  from 
agricultural  self -employment  for  social  security  purposes:  (a)  if  annual 
gross  income  from  agricultural  self -employment  is  not  over  $2,400, 
either  actual  net  earnings  or  66%  percent  of  gross  income  may  be 
reported;  (6)  if  gross  income  from  agricultural  self -employment  is 
over  $2,400  and  actual  net  earnings  are  less  than  $1,600,  either  actual 
net  earnings  or  $1,600  may  be  reported;  and  (c)  if  gross  earnings  are 
more  than  $2,400  and  net  earnings  are  more  than  $1,600,  the  actual 
net  earnings  must  be  reported. 

P.  AUTOMATIC  RECOMPUTATION  OF  BENEFITS 

Under  the  bill,  provision  is  made  for  automatic  annual  recomputa- 
tion  of  benefits  to  take  account  of  earnings  a  beneficiary  may  have 
after  he  comes  on  the  rolls  that  would  increase  his  benefit  amount. 
Under  present  law,  benefit  recomputations  to  take  account  of  addi- 
tional earnings  generally  are  available  only  on  application  by  the 
individual  and  can  be  made  only  if  the  individual  had  covered  earnings 
of  more  than  $1,200  in  a  calendar  year  after  he  became  entitled  to 
benefits. 

Experience  has  shown  that  a  large  number  of  people  who  are  eligible 
for  benefit  recomputations  to  take  account  of  additional  earnings, 
and  who  will  profit  from  such  recomputations,  fail  to  apply  for  them. 
Automatic  recomputation  would  assure  the  beneficiary  that  he  will 
get  credit  for  any  earnings  that  would  increase  his  benefit  amount. 
With  the  improved  electronic  equipment  that  is  now  used  to  compute 
benefit  amounts,  your  committee  has  been  advised  that  it  is  both 
feasible  and  administratively  advantageous  to  handle  these  recom- 
putations on  an  automatic  basis. 

An  additional  effect  of  the  change  would  be  to  assure  that  no  one 
would  be  disadvantaged  by  applying  for  benefits  at  age  65  instead  of 
waiting  until  a  somewhat  later  age.  Under  present  law  this  is  not  so, 
since  in  some  few  cases  a  larger  benefit  is  payable  to  a  worker  who 
delays  the  fifing  of  his  appli  cation  than  would  be  paid  if  he  applied 
at  age  65.  People  therefore,  in  certain  situations,  do  not  know 
whether  to  apply  for  benefits  or  to  defer  filing.  Sometimes  they 
do  apply  and  it  turns  out  to  have  been  disadvantageous.  If  it  were 
possible  to  assure  everyone  that  he  could  not  lose  by  applying  at  65, 
serious  administrative  problems  would  be  avoided.  This  will  be 
accomplished  by  this  provision. 
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G.  FINANCING  PROVISIONS 

1.  Increase  in  earnings  base 

Your  committee  recommends  that  the  limitation  on  the  annual 
amount  of  a  worker's  earnings  that  is  counted  toward  benefits  and 
subject  to  tax  for  the  support  of  the  program — generally  referred  to 
as  the  earnings  base— be  raised  to  $5,400  beginning  with  1965. 

Congress  has  increased  the  earnings  base  from  time  to  time  in  the 
past  so  as  to  provide  benefits  that  are  reasonably  related  to  the  earn- 
ings of  covered  workers.  The  last  increase  in  the  earnings  base,  to 
$4,800,  was  enacted  in  1958  and  was  effective  starting  with  1959.  If  a 
$4,800  earnings  base  had  been  in  effect  in  1958,  about  76  percent  of  all 
workers  and  55  percent  of  regularly  employed  men  would  have  had 
all  of  their  earnings  taxed  and  credited  toward  benefits,  and  about  82 
percent  of  all  earnings  in  covered  work  would  have  been  taxed  for  the 
support  of  the  program.  If  the  $5,400  earnings  base  your  committee 
is  recommending  were  effective  this  year  about  73  percent  of  all 
workers  and  48  percent  of  regularly  employed  men  would  have  had  all 
of  their  earnings  taxed  and  credited  toward  benefits,  and  about  78  per- 
cent of  all  earnings  in  covered  work  would  have  been  taxed  for  the 
support  of  the  program.  If  the  earnings  base  is  not  increased  as 
wages  rise,  the  wage-related  character  of  the  system  will  be  weakened 
and  eventually  lost. 

2.  Reallocation  of  contribution  income  between  the  trust  funds 
Because  disability  insurance  termination  rates  due  to  death  and 

recovery  have  been  lower  than  anticipated,  with  the  result  that  costs 
of  the  disability  insurance  part  of  the  program  have  somewhat  ex- 
ceeded expectations,  your  committee  believes  that  the  contribution 
income  allocated  to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  should  be 
increased.  Under  the  bill,  0.15  percent  of  taxable  wages  and  0.1125 
percent  of  taxable  self-employment  income  that  is  allocated  to  the 
old-age  and  survivors'  insurance  trust  fund  under  present  law  would 
be  allocated  instead  to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund.  This  will 
bring  the  total  allocation  to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  for 
years  beginning  after  1964,  to  0.65  percent  of  taxable  wages  and 
0.4875  percent  of  taxable  self-employment  income.  Such  a  realloca- 
tion of  contribution  income  between  the  two  parts  of  the  program 
will  not  affect  the  overall  actuarial  balance  of  the  program;  rather, 
it  will  provide  a  more  reasonable  distribution  of  contribution  income 
between  the  two  parts  of  the  program,  and  puts  each  trust  fund 
within  the  accepted  limit  of  actuarial  soundness. 

3.  Changes  in  contribution  rate 

(a)  OASDI  program. — It  is  essential  that  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  program  remain  soundly  financed.  The 
Congress  has  established  the  policy  that  the  contribution  income  from 
the  tax  schedule  in  the  law  should  make  the  system  fully  self-support- 
ing and  keep  it  actuarially  sound.  Consistent  with  this  policy,  the 
bill  makes  provision  for  meeting  the  cost  of  the  improvements  by 
changing  the  schedule  of  contribution  rates  as  well  as  by  increasing  the 
annual  earnings  base  from  $4,800  to  $5,400,  beginning  January  1, 
1965. 

The  increase  in  the  level-cost  of  the  program  resulting  from  the 
benefit  changes  provided  in  the  bill  is  estimated  at  about  0.5  percent 
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of  payroll.  Since  the  level  equivalent  of  the  additional  income  to  the 
trust  funds  provided  by  the  increase  in  the  contribution  rates  and  in 
the  earnings  base  is  estimated  to  be  slightly  larger  than  the  cost  of 
the  additional  benefits,  the  bill  improves  the  actuarial  balance  of 
the  entire  program.  As  indicated  above,  the  allocation  of  the  tax  rate 
as  between  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  and  the 
disability  insurance  trust  fund  has  been  revised,  so  that  the  latter 
receives  0.65  percent  of  taxable  payroll  with  respect  to  the  combined 
employer-employee  rate  (and  a  corresponding  amount  from  the  self- 
employed  rate),  instead  of  0.50  percent  as  under  present  law.  As  a 
result,  each  part  of  the  system  is  in  approximate  actuarial  balance. 
The  present  and  proposed  schedules  are  as  follows: 

Contribution  rates 


Calendar  year 

Employer  and  employee, 
each 

Self-employed 

Present  law 

Proposal 

Present  law 

Proposal 

1965    

m 

3.8 

5.4 

5.7 

1966-67,  inclusive   

m 

4.0 

6.2 

6.0 

1968-70,  inclusive     

m 

4.5 

6.9 

6.8 

1971  and  after..   

4.8 

6.9 

7.2 

4-  Actuarial  status  of  the  trust  funds 

The  overall  effect  of  the  bill,  considering  both  the  additional  bene- 
fits provided  and  the  additional  financing  provisions,  is  to  improve 
the  actuarial  balance  of  the  program.  Because  the  additional  financ- 
ing provided  is  more  than  adequate  to  pay  for  the  benefits  included 
in  the  bill,  the  estimated  actuarial  deficit  of  0.24  percent  of  taxable 
payroll  for  the  present  program  would  be  reduced  to  0.20  percent. 
As  a  result  of  the  reallocation  of  the  contribution  income,  the  dis- 
ability insurance  system  is  in  almost  exact  actuarial  balance  while 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  program  is  well  within  acceptable 
limits. 

The  changes  in  the  actuarial  balance  of  the  program  are  shown  in 
table  2. 


Table  2. — Changes  in  actuarial  balance,  expressed  in  terms  of  estimated  level-cost 
as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,  by  type  of  change,  intermediate-cost  estimate, 
present  law,  and  committee  bill,  based  on  3.50  percent  interest 

[In  percent] 


Item 


Old-age  and 
survivors 
insurance 


Disability 
insurance 


Total 
system 


Actuarial  balance  of  present  system   

Earnings  base  of  $5,400    

Kevised  contribution  schedule  

Extensions  of  coverage  

5-percent  increase  in  benefits  1  

Child's  benefits  to  age  22  if  in  school  

Actuarially  reduced  benefits  for  widows  at  age  60  

Liberalized  insured  status  for  persons  aged  72  and  over- 
Total  effect  of  changes  in  bill  

Actuarial  balance  under  bill  


-0.10 
+.23 
+.15 
+.03 
-.39 
-.09 


-0.14 
+.02 
+.15 


-.03 
-.01 


.02 
.09 
.19 


+.13 
-.01 


-0.24 
+  25 
+.30 
+.03 
-.42 
-.10 


-.02 
+.04 
-.20 


1  This  increase  applies  only  on  the  first  $400  of  average  monthly  wage.  The  same  benefit  factor  as  in  pre- 
sent law  applies  for  that  portion  of  the  average  monthly  wage  above  $400. 
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(b)  Provisions  of  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act. — Chapter  22  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act) 
contains  provisions  that  automatically  increase  tax  rates  under  tbe 
railroad  retirement  system  in  the  same  amount,  and  at  the  same 
time,  as  any  social  security  contribution  rate  changes  that  go  into 
effect  after  1964.  In  order  to  avoid  changing  railroad  retirement 
tax  rates  because  of  the  increases  in  the  social  security  contribution 
rates  provided  for  in  your  committee's  bill  would  amend  this  pro- 
vision of  law  so  that  only  the  increases  in  social  security  contribution 
rates  scheduled  in  present  law  will  automatically  increase  railroad 
retirement  tax  rates.  Your  committee  believes  that  changes  in  the 
railroad  retirement  tax  rates  should  not  be  made  unless  and  until 
the  appropriate  committees  of  the  Congress  have  reviewed  the 
necessity  for  such  action. 

IV.  ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES  FOR  THE  OLD-AGE, 
SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEM 

A.  FINANCING  POLICY 

1 .  Self-supporting  nature  of  system 

The  Congress  has  always  carefully  considered  the  cost  aspects  of 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  when  amend- 
ments to  the  program  have  been  made.  In  connection  with  the  1950 
amendments,  the  Congress  stated  the  belief  that  the  program  should 
be  completely  self-supporting  from  the  contributions  of  covered 
individuals  and  employers.  Accordingly,  in  that  legislation  the  pro- 
vision permitting  appropriations  to  the  system  from  general  revenues 
of  the  Treasury  was  repealed.  This  policy  has  been  continued  in 
subsequent  amendments.  The  Congress  has  always  very  strongly 
believed  that  the  tax  schedule  in  the  law  should  make  the  system  self- 
supporting  as  nearly  as  can  be  foreseen  and,  therefore,  actuarially 
sound. 

2.  Actuarial  soundness  of  system 

The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  as  it  applies  to  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  differs  considerably  from 
this  concept  as  it  applies  to  private  insurance  and  private  pension 

Jlans,  although  there  are  certain  points  of  similarity  with  the  latter, 
n  connection  with  individual  insurance,  the  insurance  company  or 
other  administering  institution  must  have  sufficient  funds  on  hand  so 
that  if  operations  are  terminated,  it  will  be  in  a  position  to  pay  off 
all  the  accrued  liabilities.  This,  however,  is  not  a  necessary  basis 
for  a  national  compulsory  social  insurance  system  and,  moreover,  is 
not  always  the  case  for  well-administered  private  pension  plans, 
which  may  not  have  funded  all  the  liability  for  prior  service  benefits. 

It  can  reasonably  be  presumed  that,  under  Government  auspices, 
such  a  social  insurance  system  will  continue  indefinitely  into  the  future. 
The  test  of  financial  soundness,  then,  is  not  a  question  of  whether 
there  are  sufficient  funds  on  hand  to  pay  off  all  accrued  liabilities. 
Rather,  the  test  is  whether  the  expected  future  income  from  tax 
contributions  and  from  interest  on  invested  assets  will  be  sufficient 
to  meet  anticipated  expenditures  for  benefits  and  administrative 
costs.  Thus,  the  concept  of  "unfunded  accrued  liability"  does  not 
by  any  means  have  the  same  significance  for  a  social  insurance 
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system  as  it  does  for  a  plan  established  under  private  insurance 
principles,  and  it  is  quite  proper  to  count  both  on  receiving  contri- 
butions from  new  entrants  to  the  system  in  the  future  and  on  paying 
benefits  to  this  group.  These  additional  assets  and  liabilities  must 
be  considered  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  system  is  in  actuarial 
balance. 

Accordingly,  it  may  be  said  that  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance  program  is  actuarially  sound  if  it  is  in  actuarial 
balance.  This  will  be  the  case  if  the  estimated  future  income  from 
contributions  and  from  interest  earnings  on  the  accumulated  trust 
fund  investments  will,  over  the  long  run,  support  the  disbursements 
for  benefits  and  administrative  expenses.  Obviously,  future  experi- 
ence may  be  expected  to  vary  from  the  actuarial  cost  estimates  mads 
now.  Nonetheless,  the  intent  that  the  system  be  self-supporting  (or 
actuarially  sound)  can  be  expressed  in  law  by  utilizing  a  contribution 
schedule  that,  according  to  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  results  in 
the  system  being  in  balance  or  substantially  close  thereto. 

Your  committee  believes  that  it  is  a  matter  for  concern  if  either 
portion  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  shows 
any  significant  actuarial  insufficiency.  Traditionally,  the  view  has 
been  held  that  for  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  portion  of  the 
program,  if  such  actuarial  insufficiency  has  been  no  greater  than  0.25 
percent  of  payroll,  it  is  at  the  point  where  it  is  within  the  limits  of 
permissible  variation.  The  corresponding  point  for  the  disability 
insurance  portion  of  the  system  is  about  0.05  percent  of  payroll  (lower 
because  of  the  relatively  smaller  financial  magnitude  of  this  program) . 
Furthermore,  traditionally  when  there  has  been  an  actuarial  insuffi- 
ciency exceeding  the  limits  indicated,  any  subsequent  liberalizations 
in  benefit  provisions  were  fully  financed  by  appropriate  changes  in 
the  tax  schedule  or  through  raising  the  earnings  base,  and  at  the  same 
time  the  actuarial  status  of  the  program  was  improved.  The  changes 
provided  in  your  committee's  bill  are  in  conformity  with  these 
principles. 

B.  ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OF  PROGRAM  IN  PAST  YEARS 

1.  Status  after  enactment  of  1952  act 

The  actuarial  balance  under  the  1952  act  1  was  estimated,  at  the 
time  of  enactment,  to  be  virtually  the  same  as  in  the  estimates  made 
at  the  time  the  1950  act  was  enacted,  as  shown  in  table  A.  This  was 
the  case  because  the  estimates  for  the  1952  act  took  into  consideration 
the  rise  in  earnings  levels  in  the  3  years  preceding  the  enactment  of 
that  act.  This  factor  virtually  offset  the  increased  cost  due  to  the 
benefit  liberalizations  made.  New  cost  estimates  made  2  years  after 
the  enactment  of  the  1952  act  indicated  that  the  level-cost  (i.e., 
the  average  long-range  cost,  based  on  discounting  at  interest,  relative 
to  taxable  payroll)  of  the  benefit  disbursements  and  administrative 
expenses  was  somewhat  more  than  0.5  percent  of  payroll  higher  than 
the  level  equivalent  of  the  scheduled  taxes  (including  allowance  for 
interest  on  the  existing  trust  fund). 


'  The  term  "1952  act"  (and  similar  terms)  is  used  to  designate  the  system  as  it  existed  after  the  enactment 
of  the  amendments  of  that  year. 
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Table  A. — Actuarial  balance  of  OASDI  program  under  various  acts  for  various 

estimates,  intermediate-cost  basis 

[Percent] 


Legislation 


Level-equivalent 1 

Date  of  esti- 

mate 

Benefit 

Contribu- 

Actuarial 

costs J 

tions 

balance  3 

Old-age 

survivors,  and  disability  insurance  4 

1935 

5.36 

5.36 

1939 

5. 22 

5.30 

+0.08 

1950 

4. 45 

3.98 

-.47 

1950 

6.20 

6.10 

-.  10 

1952 

5.  49 

5. 90 

+.41 

1952 

6. 00 

5.  90 

-.10 

1954 

6. 62 

6.05 

-.57 

1954 

7.50 

7. 12 

-.38 

1956 

7.  45 

7.29 

-.16 

1956 

7.85 

7.72 

-.13 

1958 

8.  25 

7.83 

-.42 

1958 

8.76 

8.  52 

-.24 

1960 

8.73 

8.68 

-.05 

1960 

8.98 

8.68 

-.30 

1961 

9. 35 

9.  05 

-.30 

1963 

9.33 

9. 02 

-.31 

1964 

9. 36 

9.12 

-.24 

1964 

9.61 

9.41 

-.20 

Old-age  and  survivors  insurance  4 

1956 

7.43 

7.23 

-0.20 

1958 

7. 90 

7. 33 

-.57 

1958 

8.  27 

8.02 

-.25 

I960 

8. 38 

8.18 

-.20 

i960 

8.42 

8.18 

-.24 

1961 

8.79 

8. 55 

-.24 

1963 

8.69 

8.  52 

-.17 

1964 

8. 72 

8.62 

-.10 

1964 

8. 95 

8.76 

-.19 

Disability  insurance  4 

1956 

0. 42 

0. 49 

+0.07 

1958 

.35 

.50 

+.15 

1958 

.49 

.50 

+.01 

1960 

.35 

.50 

+.15 

1960 

.56 

.50 

-.06 

1961 

.56 

.50 

-.06 

1963 

.64 

.60 

-.14 

1964 

.64 

.50 

-.14 

1964 

.66 

.65 

-.01 

1935  act   

1939  act    

1939  act  (as  amended  in  the  1940's  f) 

1950  act     

1950  act  

1952  act   

1952  act  

1954  act  

1954  act   

1956  act   

1956  act   

1958  act  

1958  act   

1960  act   

1961  act   

1961  act   

1961  act..   

1964  bill  (House)  


1956  act  

J  956  act  

1958  act  

1958  act  

1960  act  

1961  act  

1961  act  

1961  act  

1964  bill  (House) 


1956  act  

1956  act  ___ 

1958  act  

1958  act  .... 

1960  act  

1961  act   

1961  act   

1961  act  

1964  bill  (House) 


1  Expressed  as  a  percentage  of  effective  taxable  payroll,  including  adjustment  to  reflect  the  lower  con- 
tribution rate  for  the  self-employed  as  compared  with  the  combined  employer-employee  rate. 

2  Including  adjustments  (a)  to  reflect  the  lower  contribution  rate  for  the  self-employed  as  compared  with 
the  combined  employer-employee  rate,  (d)  for  the  interest  earnings  on  the  existing  trust  fund,  (c)  for  ad- 
ministrative expense  costs,  and  (rf)  for  the  net  cost  of  the  financial  interchange  provisions  with  the  rail- 
road retirement  system. 

3  A  negative  figure  indicates  the  extent  of  lack  of  actuarial  balance.  A  positive  figure  indicates  more 
than  sufficient  financing,  according  to  the  particular  estimate. 

4  The  disability  insurance  program  was  inaugurated  in  the  1956  act  so  that  all  figures  for  previous  legisla- 
tion are  for  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  program  only. 

•  The  major  changes  being  in  the  revision  of  the  contribution  schedule;  as  of  the  beginning  of  1950,  the 
ultimate  combined  employer-employee  rate  scheduled  was  only  4  percent. 

Note. — The  figures  for  the  1950  act  and  for  the  1952  act  according  to  the  1952  estimates  have  been  revised 
as  compared  with  those  presented  previously,  so  as  to  place  them  on  a  comparable  basis  with  the  later 
figures. 


2.  Status  after  enactment  of  195L  act 

The  1954  amendments  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
contained  an  adjusted  contribution  schedule  that  not  only  met  the 
increased  cost  of  the  benefit  changes  in  the  bill,  but  also  reduced  the 
aforementioned  lack  of  actuarial  balance  to  the  point  where,  for  all 
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practical  purposes,  it  was  sufficiently  provided  for.  The  bill  as  it 
passed  the  Senate,  however,  contained  several  additional  liberalized 
benefit  provisions  without  any  offsetting  increase  in  contribution 
income.  Accordingly,  although  the  increased  cost  of  the  new  benefit 
provisions  was  met,  the  "actuarial  insufficiency"  as  then  estimated 
for  the  1952  act  was  left  substantially  unchanged  under  the  Senate- 
approved  bill.  The  benefit  costs  for  the  1954  amendments  as  finally 
enacted  fell  between  those  of  the  House-  and  Senate-approved  bills. 
Accordingly,  under  the  1954  act,  the  increase  in  the  contribution 
schedule  met  all  the  additional  cost  of  the  benefit  changes  and  at 
the  same  time  reduced  substantially  the  actuarial  insufficiency  that 
the  then-current  estimates  had  indicated  in  regard  to  the  financing 
of  the  1952  act. 

3.  Status  after  enactment  of  1956  act 

The  estimates  for  the  1954  act  were  revised  in  1956  to  take  into 
account  the  rise  in  the  earnings  level  that  had  occurred  since  1951-52, 
the  period  that  had  been  used  for  the  earnings  assumptions  for  the 
estimates  made  in  1954.  Taking  this  factor  into  account  reduced  the 
lack  of  actuarial  balance  under  the  1954  act  to  the  point  where,  for 
all  practical  purposes,  it  was  nonexistent.  The  benefit  changes  made 
by  the  1956  amendments  were  fully  financed  by  the  increased  con- 
tribution income  provided.  Accordingly,  the  actuarial  balance  of  the 
system  was  unaffected. 

Following  the  enactment  of  the  1956  legislation,  new  cost  estimates 
were  made  to  take  into  account  the  developing  experience;  also,  certain 
modified  assumptions  were  made  as  to  anticipated  future  trends.  In 
1956-57,  there  were  very  considerable  numbers  of  retirements  from 
among  the  groups  newly  covered  by  the  1954  and  1956  amendments,  so 
that  benefit  expenditures  ran  considerably  higher  than  had  previously 
been  estimated.  Moreover,  the  analyzed  experience  for  the  recent 
years  of  operation  indicated  that  retirement  rates  had  risen  or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  average  retirement  age  had  dropped  significantly. 
This  may  have  been  due,  in  large  part,  to  the  liberalizations  of  the 
retirement  test  that  had  been  made  in  recent  years — so  that  aged 
persons  are  better  able  to  effectuate  a  smoother  transition  from  full 
employment  to  full  retirement.  The  cost  estimates  made  in  early 
1958  indicated  that  the  program  was  out  of  actuarial  balance  by 
somewhat  more  than  0.4  percent  of  payroll. 

4-  Status  after  enactment  of  1958  act 

The  1958  amendments  recognized  this  situation  and  provided  addi- 
tional financing  for  the  program — both  to  reduce  the  lactof  actuarial 
balance  and  also  to  finance  certain  benefit  liberalizations  made.  In 
fact,  one  of  the  stated  purposes  of  tbe  legislation  was  "to  improve  the 
actuarial  status  of  the  trust  funds."  This  was  accomplished  by 
introducing  an  immediate  increase  (in  1959)  in  the  combined  employer- 
employee  contribution  rate,  amounting  to  0.5  percent,  and  by  advanc- 
ing the  subsequently  scheduled  increases  so  that  they  would  occur  at 
3-year  intervals  (beginning  in  1960)  instead  of  at  5-year  intervals. 

The  revised  cost  estimates  made  in  1958  for  the  disability  insurance 
program  contained  certain  modified  assumptions  that  recognized  the 
emerging  experience  under  the  new  program.  As  a  result,  the  moderate 
actuarial  surplus  originally  estimated  was  increased  somewhat,  and 
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most  of  this  was  used  in  the  1958  amendments  to  finance  certain 
benefit  liberalizations,  such  as  inclusion  of  supplemental  benefits  for 
certain  dependents  and  modification  of  the  insured  status  require- 
ments. 

5.  Status  after  enactment  of  1960  act 

At  the  beginning  of  1960,  the  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system  were  reexamined  and  were 
modified  in  certain  respects.  The  earnings  assumption  had  previ- 
ously been  based  on  the  1956  level,  and  this  was  changed  to  reflect 
the  1959  level.  Also,  data  first  became  available  on  the  detailed 
operations  of  the  disability  provisions  for  1956,  which  was  the  first 
full  year  of  operation  that  did  not  involve  picking  up  "backlog"  cases. 
It  was  found  that  the  number  of  persons  who  meet  the  insured  status 
conditions  to  be  eligible  for  these  benefits  had  been  significantly  over- 
estimated. It  was  also  found  that  the  disability  incidence  experience 
for  eligible  women  was  considerably  lower  than  had  been  originally 
estimated,  although  the  experience  for  men  was  very  close  to  the 
intermediate  estimate.  Accordingly,  revised  assumptions  were  made 
in  regard  to  the  disability  insurance  portion  of  the  program.  As  a 
result,  the  changes  made  by  the  1960  amendments  could,  according  to 
the  revised  estimates,  be  made  without  modifying  the  financing 
provisions. 

6.  Status  after  enactment  of  1961  act 

The  changes  made  by  the  1961  amendments  involved  an  increased 
cost  that  was  fully  met  by  the  changes  in  the  financing  provisions 
(namely,  an  increase  in  the  combined  employer-employee  contri- 
bution rate  of  one-fourth  of  1  percent,  a  corresponding  change  in  the 
rate  for  the  self-employed,  and  an  advance  in  the  year  when  the 
ultimate  rates  would  be  effective — from  1969  to  1968).  As  a  result, 
the  actuarial  balance  of  the  program  remained  unchanged. 

Subsequent  to  1961,  the  cost  estimates  were  further  reexamined 
in  the  light  of  developing  experience.  The  earnings  assumption  was 
changed  to  reflect  the  1963  level,  and  the  interest-rate  assumption 
used  was  modified  upward  to  reflect  recent  experience.  At  the  same 
time,  the  retirement-rate  assumptions  were  increased  somewhat  to 
reflect  the  experience  in  respect  to  this  factor.  The  further  develop- 
ing disability  experience  indicated  that  costs  for  this  portion  of  the 
program  were  significantly  higher  than  previously  estimated  (because 
benefits  are  not  being  terminated  by  death  or  recovery  as  rapidly  as 
had  been  originally  assumed).  Accordingly,  the  actuarial  balance  of 
the  disability  insurance  program  was  shown  to  be  in  an  unsatisfactory 
position,  and  this  has  been  recognized  by  the  Board  of  Trustees,  who 
recommended  that  the  allocation  to  this  trust  fund  should  be  increased 
(while,  at  the  same  time,  correspondingly  decreasing  the  allocation  to 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund,  which  under  present 
law  is  estimated  to  be  in  satisfactory  actuarial  balance  even  after  such 
a  reallocation) . 

C.  BASIC  ASSUMPTIONS  FOR  COST  ESTIMATES 

1.  General  basis  for  long-range  cost  estimates 

Benefit  disbursements  may  be  expected  to  increase  continuously 
for  at  least  the  next  50  to  70  years  because  of  such  factors  as  the  aging 
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of  the  population  of  the  country  and  the  slow  but  steady  growth  of 
the  benefit  roll.  Similar  factors  are  inherent  in  any  retirement  pro- 
gram, public  or  private,  that  has  been  in  operation  for  a  relatively 
short  period.  Estimates  of  the  future  cost  of  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  program  are  affected  by  many  elements  that 
are  difficult  to  determine.  Accordingly,  the  assumptions  used  in  the 
actuarial  cost  estimates  may  differ  widely  and  yet  be  reasonable. 

The  long-range  cost  estimates  (shown  for  1975  and  thereafter) 
are  presented  on  a  range  basis  so  as  to  indicate  the  plausible  varia- 
tion in  future  costs  depending  upon  the  actual  trends  developing  for 
the  various  cost  factors.  Both  the  low-  and  high-cost  estimates  are 
based  on  high  economic  assumptions,  intended  to  represent  close  to  full 
employment,  with  average  annual  earnings  at  about  the  level  pre- 
vailing in  1963.  In  addition  to  the  presentation  of  the  cost  estimates 
on  a  range  basis,  intermediate  estimates  developed  directly  from  the 
low-  and  high-cost  estimates  (by  averaging  their  components)  are 
shown  so  as  to  indicate  the  basis  for  the  financing  provisions. 

The  cost  estimates  are  extended  beyond  the  year  2000,  since  the 
aged  population  itself  cannot  mature  by  then.  The  reason  for  this  is 
that  the  number  of  births  in  the  1930's  was  very  low  as  compared 
with  subsequent  experience.  As  a  result,  there  will  be  a  dip  in  the 
relative  proportion  of  the  aged  from  1995  to  about  2010,  which  would 
tend  to  result  in  low  benefit  costs  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system  during  that  period.  Accordingly,  the  year 
2000  is  by  no  means  a  typical  ultimate  year  insofar  as  costs  are 
concerned. 

2.  Measurement  of  costs  in  relation  to  taxable  payroll 

In  general,  the  costs  are  shown  as  percentages  of  covered  payroll. 
This  is  the  best  measure  of  the  financial  cost  of  the  program.  Dollar 
figures  taken  alone  are  misleading.  For  example,  a  higher  earnings 
level  will  increase  not  only  the  outgo  of  the  system  but  also,  and  to 
a  greater  extent,  its  income.  The  result  is  that  the  cost  relative  to 
payroll  will  decrease.  In  fact,  if  the  level  of  earnings  that  will  appar- 
ently occur  in  1964  (according  to  the  experience  of  the  first  few 
months)  were  utilized,  the  lack  of  actuarial  balance  of  the  entire 
program  would  be  reduced  from  the  figure  of  0.20  percent  of  taxable 
payroll  shown  in  table  A  to  about  0.13  percent. 

3.  General  basis  for  short-range  cost  estimates 

The  short-range  cost  estimates  (shown  for  the  individual  years 
1965-72)  are  not  presented  on  a  range  basis  since — assuming  a  con- 
tinuation of  present  economic  conditions — it  is  believed  that  the 
demographic  factors  involvedycan  be  reasonably  closely  forecast,  so 
that  only  a  single  estimate  is  necessary.  A  gradual  rise  in  the  earn- 
ings level  in  the  future,  paralleling  that  which  has  occurred  in  the 
past  few  years,  is  assumed.  As  a  result  of  this  assumption,  contribu- 
tion income  is  somewhat  higher  than  if  level  earnings  were  assumed, 
while  benefit  outgo  is  only  slightly  affected. 

The  cost  estimates  have  been  prepared  on  the  basis  of  the  same 
assumptions  and  methodology  as  those  contained  in  the  24th  Annual 
Keport  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal  Old- Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  (H.  Doc.  No.  236,  88th  Cong.). 
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4.  Level-cost  concept 

An  important  measure  of  long-range  cost  is  the  level-equivalent  con- 
tribution rate  required  to  support  the  system  into  perpetuity,  based 
on  discounting  at  interest.  It  is  assumed  that  benefit  payments  and 
taxable  payrolls  remain  level  after  the  year  2050.  If  such  a  level 
rate  were  adopted,  relatively  large  accumulations  in  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund  would  result,  and  in  consequence  there 
would  be  sizable  eventual  income  from  interest.  Even  though  such  a 
method  of  financing  is  not  followed,  this  concept  may  be  used  as 
a  convenient  measure  of  long-range  costs.  This  is  a  valuable  cost 
concept,  especially  in  comparing  various  possible  alternative  plans  and 
provisions,  since  it  takes  into  account  the  heavy  deferred  benefit  costs. 

5.  Future  earnings  assumptions 

The  long-range  estimates  are  based  on  level-earnings  assumptions. 
This,  however,  does  not  mean  that  covered  payrolls  are  assumed  to  be 
the  same  each  year;  rather,  they  are  assumed  to  rise  steadily  as  the 
population  at  the  working  ages  is  estimated  to  increase.  If  in  the 
future  the  earnings  level  should  be  considerably  above  that  which  now 
prevails,  and  if  the  benefits  are  adjusted  upward  so  that  the  annual 
costs  relative  to  payroll  will  remain  the  same  as  now  estimated  for  the 
present  system,  then  the  increased  dollar  outgo  resulting  will  offset 
the  increased  dollar  income.  This  is  an  important  reason  for  con- 
sidering costs  relative  to  payroll  rather  than  in  dollars. 

The  long-range  cost  estimates  have  not  taken  into  account  the  pos- 
sibility of  a  rise  in  earnings  levels,  although  such  a  rise  has  character- 
ized the  past  history  of  this  country.  If  such  an  assumption  were 
used  in  the  cost  estimates,  along  with  the  unlikely  assumption  that 
the  benefits,  nevertheless,  would  not  be  changed,  the  cost  relative  to 
payroll  would,  of  course,  be  lower. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  possibility  that  a  rise  in  earnings 
levels  will  produce  lower  costs  of  the  program  in  relation  to  payroll  is 
a  very  important  safety  factor  in  the  financial  operations  of  the 
system.  The  financing  of  the  system  is  based  essentially  on  the  inter- 
mediate-cost estimate,  along  with  the  assumption  of  level  earnings; 
if  experience  follows  the  high-cost  assumptions,  additional  financing 
will  be  necessary.  However,  if  covered  earnings  increase  in  the  future 
as  in  the  past,  the  resulting  reduction  in  the  cost  of  the  program 
(expressed  as  a  percentage  of  taxable  payroll)  will  more  than  offset 
the  higher  cost  arising  under  experience  following  the  high-cost  esti- 
mate. If  the  latter  condition  prevails,  the  reduction  in  the  relative 
cost  of  the  program  coming  from  rising  earnings  levels  can  be  used  to 
maintain  the  actuarial  soundness  of  the  system,  and  any  remaining 
savings  can  be  used  to  adjust  benefits  upward  (to  a  lesser  degree  than 
the  increase  in  the  earnings  level) .  The  possibility  of  future  increases 
in  earnings  levels  should  be  considered  only  as  a  safety  factor  and  not 
as  a  justification  for  adjusting  benefits  upward  in  anticipation  of 
such  increases. 

If  benefits  are  adjusted  currently  to  keep  pace  with  rising  earnings 
trends  as  they  occur,  the  year-by-year  costs  as  a  percentage  of  payroll 
would  be  unaffected.  If  benefits  are  increased  in  this  manner,  the 
level-cost  of  the  program  would  be  higher  than  now  estimated,  since, 
under  such  circumstances,  the  relative  importance  of  the  interest 
receipts  of  the  trust  funds  would  gradually  diminish  with  the  passage  of 
time.    If  earnings  and  benefit  levels  do  consistently  rise,  thorough 
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consideration  will  need  to  be  given  to  the  financing  basis  of  the  system 
because  then  the  interest  receipts  of  the  trust  funds  will  not  meet  as 
large  a  proportion  of  the  benefit  costs  as  would  be  anticipated  if  the 
earnings  level  had  not  risen. 

6.  Interrelationship  with  railroad  retirement  system 

An  important  element  affecting  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  costs  arose  through  amendments  made  to  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  in  1951.  These  provide  for  a  combination  of  railroad 
retirement  compensation  and  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance covered  earnings  in  determining  benefits  for  those  with  less  than 
10  years  of  railroad  service  (and  also  for  all  survivor  cases). 

Financial  interchange  provisions  are  established  so  that  the  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  a. id  the  disability  insurance  trust 
fund  are  to  be  placed  in  the  same  financial  position  in  which  they 
would  have  been  if  railroad  employment  had  alwa}^  been  covered 
under  the  program.  It  is  estimated  that  over  the  long  range  the 
net  effect  of  these  provisions  will  be  a  relatively  small  loss  to  the  old- 
age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  since  the  reimburse- 
ments from  the  railroad  retirement  system  will  be  somewhat  smaller 
than  the  net  additional  benefits  paid  on  the  basis  of  railroad  earnings. 

7.  Reimbursement  jor  costs  of  military  service  wage  credits 

Another  important  element  affecting  the  financing  of  the  program 
arose  through  legislation  in  1956  that  provided  for  reimbursement 
from  general  revenues  for  past  and  future  expenditures  in  respect  to 
the  noncontributory  credits  that  had  been  granted  for  persons  in 
military  service  before  1957.  The  cost  estimates  contained  here 
reflect  the  effect  of  these  reimbursements  (which  are  included  as  con- 
tributions) ,  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  required  appropriations 
will  be  made  in  the  future. 

8.  Inclusion  of  cost  effects  of  H.R.  9893 

The  cost  estimates  presented  here  include  not  only  the  effect  of 
your  committee's  bill,  but  also  the  effect  of  the  provisions  of  H.R.  9393, 
which  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  on  April  30,  1964  (the 
major  cost  effect  thereof  being  to  provide  full  retroactivity  for  dis- 
ability determinations,  which  is  only  of  short-range  cost  effect — with 
respect  to  the  existing  backlog). 

D.  INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATES 

1 .  Purposes  of  intermediate-cost  estimates 

The  long-range  intermediate-cost  estimates  are  developed  from  the 
low-  and  high-cost  estimates  by  averaging  them  (using  the  dollar  esti- 
mates and  developing  therefrom  the  corresponding  estimates  relative 
to  payroll).  The  intermediate-cost  estimate  does  not  represent  the 
most  probable  estimate,  since  it  is  impossible  to  develop  any  such 
figures.  Rather,  it  has  been  set  down  as  a  convenient  and  readily 
available  single  set  of  figures  to  use  for  comparative  purposes. 

The  Congress,  in  enacting  the  1950  act  and  subsequent  legislation, 
was  of  the  belief  that  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
program  should  be  on  a  completely  self-supporting  basis  or,  in  other 
words,  actuarially  sound.  Therefore,  a  single  estimate  is  necessary 
in  the  development  of  a  tax  schedule  intended  to  make  the  system 
self-supporting.    Any  specific  schedule  will  necessarily  be  somewhat 
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different  from  what  will  actually  be  required  to  obtain  exact  balance 
between  contributions  and  benefits.  This  procedure,  however,  does 
make  the  intention  specific,  even  though  in  actual  practice  future 
changes  in  the  tax  schedule  might  be  necessary.  Likewise,  exact 
self-support  cannot  be  obtained  from  a  specific  set  of  integral  or 
rounded  fractional  tax  rates  increasing  in  orderly  intervals,  but  rather 
this  principle  of  self-support  should  be  aimed  at  as  closely  as  possible. 

2.  Contribution  rate  schedule  in  bill 

The  contribution  schedule  contained  in  your  committee's  bill  is 
higher  than  that  under  present  law  by  0.35  percent  in  the  combined 
employer-employee  rate  in  1965,  is  lower  by  0.25  percent  in  1966-70, 
and  is  higher  by  0.35  percent  in  1971  and  thereafter.  The  maximum 
earnings  base  to  which  these  tax  rates  are  applied  is  $5,400  per  year 
under  your  committee's  bill  as  compared  with  $4,800  under  present 
law.    These  tax  schedules  are  as  follows: 


[Percent] 


Present  law 

Committee  bill 

Calendar  year 

Employee 

Self- 

Employee 

Self- 

rate  (same 

employed 

rate  (same 

employed 

for  employer) 

rate 

for  employer) 

rate 

1966  

3.626 

5.4 

3.8 

5.7 

1966-67  

4.125 

6.2 

4.0 

6.0 

1968-70  

4.625 

6.9 

4.6 

6.8 

1971  and  after  

4. 625 

6.9 

4.8 

7.2 

8.  Interest  rate  used  in  cost  estimates 

The  interest  rate  used  for  computing  the  level-costs  for  your  com- 
mittee's bill  is  3K  percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate.  This 
is  somewhat  above  the  average  yield  of  the  investments  of  the  trust 
funds  at  the  end  of  1963  (about  3.0  percent),  but  is  below  the  rate 
currently  being  obtained  for  new  investments  (about  4}£  percent). 

4-  Actuarial  balance  of  OASDI  system 

Table  A  has  shown  that  under  the  1961  amendments  the  lack  of 
actuarial  balance  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  system 
that  was  estimated  at  the  time  of  enactment  was  0.24  percent  of 
taxable  payroll.  The  disability  insurance  system  similarly  had  a  lack 
of  actuarial  balance  of  0.06  percent  of  payroll.  The  effect  of  these 
amendments  on  the  combined  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system  was  an  actuarial  deficit  of  0.30  percent  of  taxable 
payroll,  which  is  within  the  margin  of  variation  possible  in  the  actu- 
arial cost  estimates,  and  which  was  about  the  same  as  had  generally 
prevailed  in  the  past  when  the  system  has  been  considered  to  be  in 
substantial  actuarial  balance.  The  latest  cost  estimates  made  for 
the  1961  act  indicate  that  there  is  an  actuarial  deficit  of  0.24  percent 
of  taxable  payroll  for  the  combined  system,  but  that  this  deficit  is 
0.14  percent  for  the  disability  insurance  portion,  and  0.10  percent 
for  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  portion. 

Under  your  committee's  bill  the  benefit  changes  proposed  would,  it 
is  estimated,  be  more  than  financed  by  the  increases  in  the  contribu- 
tion rates  and  the  earnings  base.  Accordingly,  the  previous  lack  of 
actuarial  balance  is  significantly  reduced.  The  level-cost  of  the  benefits 
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and  the  level-equivalent  of  the  contributions  are  somewhat  higher 
than  in  respect  to  the  1961  act  according  to  the  estimate  made  when 
it  was  enacted,  not  only  because  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  but  also 
because  of  the  valuation  date  being  2  years  later  (beginning  of  1964, 
instead  of  beginning  of  1962) ;  but  the  relative  relationship  of  benefits 
and  contributions  is  about  the  same. 

Table  B  traces  through  the  change  in  the  actuarial  balance  of  the 
system  from  its  situation  under  the  1961  act,  according  to  the  latest 
estimate,  to  that  under  your  committee's  bill,  by  type  of  major 
changes  involved. 

Table  B. — Changes  in  actuarial  balance,  expressed  in  terms  of  estimated  level- 
cost  as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,  by  type  of  change,  intermediate-cost 
estimate,  present  law  and  committee  bill,  based  on  3.50  percent  interest 


[Percent] 


Item 

Old-age  and 
survivors 
insurance 

Disability 
insurance 

Total 
system 

Actuarial  balance  of  present  system    

Earnings  base  of  $5,400   

-0. 10 
+.23 
+•  15 
+.03 
-.39 
-.09 

-0.14 
+.02 
+.15 

-0.24 
+.25 
+.30 
+.03 
-.42 
-.10 

Extensions  of  coverage    

Child's  benefits  to  age  22  if  in  school  

Actuarially-reduced  benefits  for  widows  at  aee  60  

-.03 
-.01 

Transitional  insured  status  for  certain  persons  aged  72  and  over. 

Total  effect  of  changes  in  bill    

Actuarial  balance  under  bill  ---    

-.02 
-.09 
-.19 

+.13 
-.01 

-.02 
+.04 
-.20 

i  This  increase  applies  only  on  the  first  $400  of  average  monthly  wage.  The  same  benefit  factor  under- 
lying present  law  for  average  monthly  wages  In  excess  of  $110  applies  for  that  portion  of  the  average  monthly 
wage  above  $400. 


The  changes  made  by  your  committee's  bill  would  improve  the 
actuarial  position  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system.  The  estimated  actuarial  deficit  of  0.24  percent  of  taxable 
payroll  for  the  present  system  would  be  reduced  to  0.20  percent, 
which  is  well  below  the  amounts  that  had  generally  prevailed  in  the 
past  when  the  system  had  been  considered  to  be  substantially  in 
actuarial  balance.  Moreover,  the  disability  insurance  system — as  a 
result  of  the  reallocation  of  the  contribution  income,  described  pre- 
viously, more  than  offsetting  the  effects  of  the  benefit  liberalizations — 
is  shown  to  be  in  almost  exact  actuarial  balance,  while  the  correspond- 
ing figure  for  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  system  is  well  within 
acceptable  limits. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  in  1950  and  in  subsequent  amend- 
ments, the  Congress  did  not  recommend  that  the  system  be  financed 
by  a  high,  level  tax  rate  in  the  future,  but  rather  recommended  an 
increasing  schedule,  which,  of  necessity,  ultimately  rises  higher  than 
such  a  level  rate.  Nonetheless,  this  graded  tax  schedule  will  produce 
a  considerable  excess  of  income  over  outgo  for  many  years  so  that  a 
sizable  trust  fund  will  develop,  although  not  as  large  as  would  arise 
under  an  equivalent  level  tax  rate.  This  fund  will  be  invested  in 
Government  securities  (just  as  is  also  the  case  for  the  trust  funds  of 
the  civil  service  retirement,  railroad  retirement,  national  service 
life  insurance,  and  U.S.  Government  life  insurance  systems).  The 
resulting  interest  income  will  help  to  bear  part  of  the  higher  benefit 
costs  of  the  future. 
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5.  Level-costs  of  benefits,  by  type 

The  level-cost  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefits 
(without  considering  administrative  expenses  and  the  effect  of  interest 
earnings  on  the  existing  trust  fund)  under  the  1961  act,  according  to 
the  latest  intermediate-cost  estimate,  was  about  8.7  percent  of  payroll, 
and  the  corresponding  figure  for  the  piogram  as  it  would  be  modified 
by  your  committee's  bill  is  about  8.9  percent.  The  corresponding 
figures  for  the  disability  benefits  are  about  0.65  percent  for  both  the 
1961  act  and  after  taking  into  account  your  committee's  bill. 

Table  C  presents  the  benefit  costs  for  the  system  as  it  would  be 
after  enactment  of  your  committee's  bill,  separately  for  each  of  the 
various  types  of  benefits. 


Table  C. — Estimated  level-cost  of  benefit  payments,  administrative  expenses, 
and  interest  earnings  on  existing  trust  fund  after  enactment  of  committee  Mil 
as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,1  by  type  of  benefit,  intermediate-cost  estimate 
at  8.50  percent  interest 

[Percent] 


Item 


Old-age  and 

Disability 

survivors 

insurance 

insurance 

6.33 

0.54 

.52 

.03 

1.14 

(s) 

.01 

(2) 

.68 

.08 

.15 

(') 

.  11 

(2) 

8.  P4 

.65 

.14 

.03 

.04 

-.17 

-.02 

8.  95 

.66 

Primary  benefits  

Wife's  benefits  

Widow's  benefits  

Parent's  benefits  

Child's  benefits-   

Mother's  benefits  

Lump-sum  death  payments  

Total  benefits  

Administrative  expenses   

Railroad  retirement  financial  interchange 
Interest  on  existing  trust  fund 3  

Net  total  level-cost  


1  Including  adjustment  to  reflect  the  lower  contribution  rate  for  the  self-employed  as  compared  with  the 
combined  employer -employee  rate. 
1  This  type  of  benefit  is  not  payable  under  this  program. 

s  This  item  is  taken  as  an  offset  to  the  benefit  and  administrative  expense  costs. 


The  level  contribution  rate  equivalent  to  the  graded  schedules  in 
the  law  may  be  computed  in  the  same  manner  as  level-costs  of  benefits. 
These  are  shown  in  table  A,  as  are  also  figures  for  the  net  actuarial 
balances. 

6.  OASI  income  and  outgo  in  near  future 

Under  your  committee's  bill,  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefit 
disbursements  for  the  calendar  year  1964  will  be  increased  by  about 
$300  million,  since  the  effective  dates  for  the  increased  benefits  are 
either  the  first  or  second  months  after  the  month  of  enactment. 
There  will,  of  course,  be  no  additional  income  during  1964,  since  the 
contribution  rate  increase  and  the  change  in  the  earnings  base  are 
effective  on  January  1,  1965. 

In  calendar  year  1964,  benefit  disbursements  under  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  system  as  modified  by  your  committee's  bill  will 
total  about  $15.3  billion.  At  the  same  time,  contribution  income 
for  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  in  1964  will  amount  to  about 
$15.3  billion  under  your  committee's  bill,  the  same  as  under  present 
law.  Thus,  benefit  outgo  and  contribution  income  under  your  com- 
mittee's bill  will  have  an  almost  exact  balance,  whereas  under  present 
law  contribution  income  is  estimated  to  exceed  benefit  outgo  by  about 
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$250  million.  The  size  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust 
fund  under  your  committee's  bill  will,  on  the  basis  of  this  estimate, 
decrease  by  about  $180  million  in  1964  (interest  receipts  are  somewhat 
less  than  the  outgo  for  administrative  expenses  and  for  transfers  to 
the  railroad  retirement  account) ;  under  present  law,  it  is  estimated 
that  this  trust  fund  would  increase  by  about  $135  million  as  between 
the  beginning  and  the  end  of  1964. 

In  1965,  benefit  disbursements  under  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  system  as  it  would  be  modified  by  your  committee's  bill  will 
be  about  $17.2  billion,  or  an  increase  of  about  $1.5  billion  over  present 
law.  Contribution  income  for  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  uader 
your  committee's  bill  for  1965  will  be  $17.0  billion,  an  increase  of 
about  $1.2  billion  over  present  law.  Accordingly,  in  1965,  there  will 
be  an  excess  of  benefit  outgo  over  contribution  income  of  about  $200 
million  under  your  committee's  bill.  The  situation  will  change  in 
1966  (as  a  result  of  the  scheduled  increase  in  the  tax  rate),  and  there 
will  be  an  excess  of  contributions  over  benefit  outgo  of  about  $730 
million  in  1966  and  about  $670  million  in  1967. 

Under  the  system  as  modified  by  your  committee's  bill,  according 
to  this  estimate,  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  will 
thus  decrease  slightly  in  1964-65  from  its  size  of  $18.5  billion  at  the 
end  of  1963,  declining  to  $18.3  billion  at  the  end  of  1964  and  $17.9  bil- 
lion at  the  end  of  1965.  At  the  end  of  1966,  however,  it  is  estimated 
to  rise  to  $18.4  billion.  Under  present  law,  a  small  increase  in  the 
trust  fund  during  1964-65  is  estimated,  about  $60  million. 

7.  DI  income  and  outgo  in  near  future 

As  to  the  disability  insurance  system,  as  it  would  be  affected  by 
your  committee's  bill  in  calendar  year  1964,  benefit  disbursements 
will  total  about  $1,350  million,  and  there  will  be  an  excess  of  benefit 
disbursements  over  contribution  income  of  about  $220  million.  In 
1965  and  the  years  immediately  following,  contribution  income  will 
be  well  in  excess  of  benefit  outgo  (as  a  result  of  the  increased  allocation 
to  this  trust  fund,  as  provided  by  your  committee's  bill). 

8.  Increases  in  benefit  disbursements  in  1965,  by  cause 

The  total  benefit  disbursements  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disa- 
bility insurance  system  would  be  increased  by  about  $1.6  billion  in 
1965  as  a  result  of  the  changes  that  your  committee's  bill  would  make. 
Of  this  amount,  about  $925  million  results  from  the  5-percent  benefit 
increase,  $175  million  from  the  benefit  payments  to  children  aged 
18-21  who  are  in  full-time  school  attendance,  $150  million  from  the 
benefit  payments  to  widows  aged  60-61,  $245  million  from  the  liberal- 
ization of  the  insured-status  provisions  for  certain  persons  aged  72 
and  over,  and  $60  million  from  the  removal  of  the  retroactivity  dead- 
line for  disability  benefits. 

9.  Long-range  operations  of  OAS  I  trust  fund 

Table  D  gives  the  estimated  operation  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund  under  the  program  as  it  would  be  changed  by 
your  committee's  bill  for  the  long-range  future,  based  on  the  inter- 
mediate-cost estimate.  It  will,  of  course,  be  recognized  that  the 
figures  for  the  next  two  or  three  decades  are  the  most  reliable  (under 
the  assumption  of  level-earnings  trends  in  the  future)  since  the  popu- 
lations concerned — both  covered  workers  and  beneficiaries — are  al- 
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ready  born.  As  the  estimates  proceed  further  into  the  future,  there 
is,  of  course,  much  more  uncertainty — if  for  no  reason  other  than  the 
relative  difficulty  in  predicting  future  birth  trends — but  it  is  desirable 
and  necessary  nonetheless  to  consider  these  long-range  possibilities 
under  a  social  insurance  program  that  is  intended  to  operate  in 
perpetuity. 

Table  D. — Progress  of  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  under  system  as 
modified  by  committee  bill,  intermediate-cost  estimate  at  3.50  percent  interest 1 


[In  millions] 


Calendar  year 

Contribu- 
tions 

Benefit 
payments 

Adminis- 
trative 
expenses 

Railroad 
retire- 
ment 
financial 

inter- 
change 1 

Interest  on 
fund' 

Balance  in 
fund' 

1951   

Actual  data 

$3, 367 
3, 819 
3,945 
5, 163 
5,713 
6, 172 
6, 825 
7, 566 
8,052 
10, 866 
11,285 
12,059 
14,  541 

$1,885 
2, 194 
3,006 
3,670 
4,968 
5, 715 
7,347 
8,327 
9, 8'.2 
10, 677 
11, 862 
13, 356 
14, 217 

$81 
88 
88 
92 
119 
132 

*  162 

*  194 
184 
203 
239 
256 
281 

$417 
365 
414 
447 
454 
526 
556 
552 
532 
516 
548 
526 
521 

$16,640 
17,442 
18, 707 
20,576 
21,663 
22,519 
22,393 
21,864 
20,141 
20,324 
19, 725 
18,337 
18,480 

1952-   

1953...  -  

-$21 
-7 
-5 
-2 
124 
282 
318 
332 
361 
423 

1955  

1956     

1957  

1958   

1959..  

1960_  

1961  

1962  

1963  

1964    

Estimated  data  (short-range  estimate) 

$15, 314 
17, 005 
18, 692 
19, 373 
22, 188 
23, 329 
23, 961 
26, 147 
27, 210 

$15, 299 
17. 198 
17, 959 
18,699 
19, 485 
20. 270 
21, 036 
21,799 
22, 542 

$314 
322 
324 
336 
343 
350 
367 
364 
371 

$423 
418 
455 
466 
456 
445 
420 
410 
384 

$543 
650 
570 
612 
694 
759 
896 
1,065 
1,275 

$18, 301 
17, 918 
18,442 
18.927 
21,526 
24, 549 
27, 593 
32,232 
37,420 

1965   

1966  

1967    

1968  

1969    

1970    

1971     

1972   

1975   _  

Estimated  data  Gong-range  estimate) 

$26, 750 
28, 874 
33,048 
3S,  331 
46, 272 

$23, 380 
26, 870 
33, 574 
36, 987 
50, 792 

$394 
436 
515 
564 
730 

$325 
150 

$1, 426 
2,065 
2,953 
3, 968 
8,263 

$45, 927 
64, 568 
90,163 
121, 467 
246,860 

1980   

1990   

2000.....   

-65 
-85 

2020     

1  An  interest  rate  of  3.50  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs,  but  in  developing  the  progress  of 
the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used,  which  is  equivalent  to  such  fixed  rate. 

2  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  posi- 
tive figure  indicates  the  reverse. 

3  Not  including  amounts  in  the  railroad  retirement  account  to  the  credit  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund.  In  millions  of  dollars,  these  amounted  to  $377  for  1953,  $284  for  1954,  $163  for  1955,  $60 
for  1956,  and  nothing  for  1957  and  thereafter. 

4  These  figures  are  artificially  high  because  of  the  method  of  reimbursements  between  this  trust  fund  and 
the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  (and,  likewise,  the  figure  for  1959  is  too  low). 

Note.— Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military 

service. 


In  every  year  after  1965  for  the  next  20  years,  contribution  income 
under  the  system  as  it  would  be  modified  by  your  committee's  bill  is 
estimated  to  exceed  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefit  disburse- 
ments. Even  after  the  benefit-outgo  curve  rises  ahead  of  the  con- 
tribution-income curve,  the  trust  fund  will  nonetheless  continue  to 
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increase  because  of  the  effect  of  interest  earnings  (which  more  than 
meet  the  administrative  expense  disbursements  and  any  financial 
interchanges  with  the  railroad  retirement  program).  As  a  result,  this 
trust  fund  is  estimated  to  grow  steadily  under  the  long-range  cost 
estimate  (with  a  level-earnings  assumption),  reaching  $46  billion  in 
1975,  $65  billion  in  1980,  and  over  $120  billion  at  the  end  of  this 
century.  In  the  very  far  distant  future,  namely,  in  about  the  year 
2025,  the  trust  fund  is  estimated  to  reach  a  maximum  of  about  $250 
billion,  and  then  decrease. 

10.  Long-range  operations  of  D I  trust  fund 

The  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  under  the  program  as  it  would 
be  changed  by  your  committee's  bill,  grows  slowly,  but  steadily  after 
1965,  according  to  the  intermediate  long-range  cost  estimate,  as  shown 
by  table  E.  In  1975,  it  is  shown  as  being  $2.4  billion,  while  in  1990, 
the  corresponding  figure  is  $2.7  billion.  There  is  a  small  excess  of 
contribution  income  over  benefit  disbursements  for  every  year  after 
1964. 

Table  E. — Progress  of  disability  insurance  trust  fund  under  system  as  modified  by 
committee  bill,  intermediate-cost  estimate  at  S.50  percent  interest 1 


[In  millions] 


Railroad 

Adminis- 

retirement 

Calendar  year 

Contribu- 

Benefit 

trative 

financial 

Interest 

Balance 

tions 

payments 

expenses 

inter- 

on fund ' 

in  fund 

change  2 

Actual  data 

1957   

$702 

$57 

a$3 

$7 

$649 

1958  

966 

249 

s  12 

25 

1, 379 

1959  _  

891 

457 

60 

-$22 

40 

1,825 

1960   

1,  010 

568 

36 

-5 

53 

2,289 

1961  

1,038 

8S7 

64 

5 

66 

2, 437 

1962   

1, 046 

1, 105 

66 

11 

68 

2,368 

1963  - 

1,099 

1,  210 

68 

20 

66 

2,235 

Estimated  data  (short-range  estimate) 

1964   

1, 133 

1,  352 

82 

20 

63 

1,977 

1965     

1,541 

1,507 

86 

19 

59 

1,965 

1966_   

1,670 

1,576 

88 

20 

59 

2, 010 

19G7   

1,715 

1,626 

93 

15 

60 

2,051 

1968   

1,765 

1,660 

96 

15 

61 

2,106 

1969    

1,817 

1,691 

99 

15 

62 

2,180 

1970     — 

1, 869 

1,  716 

102 

15 

65 

2,281 

1971    

1,924 

1,  742 

105 

15 

71 

2,414 

1972   

1,980 

1,  768 

108 

15 

80 

2, 583 

Estimated  data  (long-range  estimate) 

1975   

1,944 

1,908 

103 

6 

76 

2,378 

1980    

2,097 

2,067 

106 

-1 

75 

2, 381 

1990    

2,  400 

2,  292 

106 

-4 

83 

2,676 

2000   

2,784 

2,693 

120 

-4 

125 

3, 947 

'  An  interest  rate  of  3.50  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs,  but  in  developing  the  progress 
of  the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used,  which  is  equivalent  to  such  fixed  rate. 

2  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  posi- 
tive figure  indicates  the  reverse. 

3  These  figures  are  artificially  low  because  of  the  method  of  reimbursements  between  the  trust  fund  and 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  (and,  likewise,  the  figure  for  1959  is  too  high). 

Note. — Contributions  Include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military 
service. 
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E.  COST  ESTIMATES  ON  RANGE  BASIS 

1.  Long-range  operations  oj  trust  funds 

Table  F  shows  the  estimated  operation  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund  under  the  program  as  it  would  be  changed  by 
your  committee's  bill  for  the  low-  and  high-cost  estimates,  while  table 
G  gives  corresponding  figures  for  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund. 

Under  the  low-cost  estimate,  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund  builds  up  quite  rapidly  and  in  the  year  2000  is  shown  as 
being  about  $285  billion  and  is  then  growing  at  a  rate  of  about  $17 
billion  a  year.  Likewise,  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  grows 
steadily  under  the  low-cost  estimate,  reaching  about  $6  billion  in 
1980  and  $22  billion  in  the  year  2000,  at  which  time  its  annual  rate 
of  growth  is  about  $1  billion.  For  both  trust  funds,  under  these 
estimates,  benefit  disbursements  do  not  exceed  contribution  income 
in  any  year  after  1964  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

Table  F.— Estimated  progress  of  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  under 
system  as  modified  by  committee  bill,  low-  and  high-cost  estimates 


[In  millionsl 


Railroad 

Contribu- 

Benefit 

Adminis- 

retirement 

Interest 

Balance  in 

Calendar  year 

tions 

payments 

trative 

financial 

on  fund  2 

fund 

expenses 

inter- 

change 1 

Low-cost  estimate 

1075   

$27, 316 

$22, 911 

$365 

$2901 

$1, 894 

$56, 936 

1980    

29,780 

26, 072 

402 

115 

2,977 

86, 685 

1990   _ 

35, 243 

31,936 

474 

-40 

5,569 

158, 704 

2000....   

42,  019 

34,625 

520 

-95J 

10, 061 

285, 306 

High-cost  estimate 

1975  

$26,185 

$23. 848 

$422 

$360 

$1,084 

$35, 930 

1980    

27, 968 

27, 668 

469 

185 

1,349 
808 

44, 293 

1990.    

30, 852 

35,  211 

556 

40 

26,  706 

2000   

34,643 

39, 349 

609 

-15 

(3) 

1 A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive 
figure  indicates  the  reverse. 
2  At  interest  rates  of  3.75  percent  for  the  low-cost  estimate  and  3.25  percent  for  the  high-cost  estimate, 
s  Fund  exhausted  in  1998. 


Note. — Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military 
service. 
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Table  G. — Estimated  progress  of  disability  insurance  trust  fund  under  system  as 
modified  by  committee  bill,  low-  and  high-cost  estimates 


[In  millions] 


Railroad 

Contribu- 

Benefit 

Adminis- 

retirement 

Interest 

Balance 

Calendar  year 

tions 

payments 

trative 

financial 

on  fund  1 

in  fund 

espenses 

inter- 

change 1 

Low-cost  estimate 

1975  

$1,986 

$1, 779 

$94 

$2 

$155 

$4, 524 

1980    

2, 164 

1,915 

95 

-6 

213 

6, 168 

1990  ._   

2,  561 

2, 115 

93 

-9 

415 

11,879 

2000  

3,053 

2,  521 

103 

-9 

789 

22,  305 

High-cost  estimate 

1975  

$1,901 

$2,  037 

$112 

$10 

$8 

$293 

1980   

2,030 

2, 219 

117 

4 

f3) 

(3) 

1990   

2,240 

2,469 

120 

1 

(3) 

(3) 

2000    

2, 515 

2,865 

137 

1 

(3) 

(3) 

1  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive 
figure  indicates  the  reverse. 

2  At  interest  rates  of  3.75  percent  for  the  low-cost  estimate  and  3.25  percent  for  the  high-cost  estimate. 

3  Fund  exhausted  in  1977. 

Note. — Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military 
service. 

On  the  other  hand,  under  the  high-cost  estimate  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund  builds  up  to  a  maximum  of  about 
$45  billion  in  about  15  years,  but  decreases  thereafter  until  it  is  ex- 
hausted shortly  before  the  year  2000.  Under  this  estimate,  benefit 
disbursements  from  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  are 
less  than  contribution  income  during  all  years  after  1964  and  before 
1981. 

As  to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  under  the  high-cost 
estimate,  in  the  early  years  of  operation  the  contribution  income  is 
about  the  same  as  the  benefit  outgo.  Accordingly,  the  disability 
insurance  trust  fund,  as  shown  by  this  estimate,  will  be  about  $2 
billion  during  the  first  few  years  after  1964  and  will  then  slowly 
decrease  until  it  is  exhausted  in  1977. 

The  foregoing  results  are  consistent  and  reasonable,  since  the  system 
on  an  intermediate-cost-estimate  basis  is  intended  to  be  approximately 
self-supporting,  as  indicated  previously.  Accordingly,  a  low-cost 
estimate  should  show  that  the  system  is  more  than  self-supporting, 
whereas  a  high-cost  estimate  should  show  that  a  deficiency  would  arise 
later  on.  In  actual  practice,  under  the  philosophy  in  the  1950  and 
subsequent  acts,  as  set  forth  in  the  committee  reports  therefor, 
the  tax  schedule  would  be  adjusted  in  future  years  so  that  none  of  the 
developments  of  the  trust  funds  shown  in  tables  F  and  G  would  ever 
eventuate.  Thus,  if  experience  followed  the  low-cost  estimate,  and  if 
the  benefit  provisions  were  not  changed,  the  contribution  rates  would 
probably  be  adjusted  downward — or  perhaps  would  not  be  increased 
in  future  years  according  to  schedule.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
experience  followed  the  high-cost  estimate,  the  contribution  rates 
would  have  to  be  raised  above  those  scheduled.  At  any  rate,  the 
high-cost  estimate  does  indicate  that,  under  the  tax  schedule  adopted, 
there  will  be  ample  funds  to  meet  benefit  disbursements  for  several 
decades,  even  under  relatively  high-cost  experience. 
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2.  Benefit  costs  in  future  years  relative  to  taxable  payroll 

Table  H  shows  the  estimated  costs  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  benefits  and  of  the  disability  insurance  benefits  under  the 
program  as  it  would  be  changed  by  your  committee's  bill  as  a  per- 
centage of  taxable  payroll  for  various  future  years,  through  the  year 
2050,  and  also  the  level-costs  of  the  two  programs  for  the  Tow-,  high-, 
and  intermediate-cost  estimates  (as  was  previously  shown  in  tables  A 
and  C  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate). 

Table  H. — Estimated  cost  of  benefits  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system  as  percent  of  taxable  payroll,1  under  system  as  modified  by  committee  bill 


[In  percent] 


Low-cost 

High -cost 

Intermedi- 

Calendar year 

estimate 

estimate 

ate-cost  esti- 

mate 2 

1975      

Old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefits 

7.  52 
7.85 
8.12 
7.39 
8.33 
10. 36 
7.84 

8.17 
8.88 
10.24 
10.19 
13.29 
15.04 
10.30 

7.84 
8.35 
9.11 
8.65 
10.38 
12.16 
8.95 

1980  -  

1990  —  

2000   

2025....    

2050   

Level-cost 3       

1975    

Disability  insurance  benefits 

0.58 
.58 
.54 
.54 
.61 
.66 
.59 

0.70 
.71 
.72 
.74 
.81 
.85 
.76 

0.64 
.64 
.62 
.63 
.69 
.73 
.66 

1980     

1990     _  

2000   

2025  

2050       

Level-cost 3  

1  Taking  Into  account  the  lower  contribution  rate  for  the  self-employed,  as  compared  with  the  combined 
employer-  employee  rate. 

2  Based  on  the  averages  of  the  dollar  contributions  and  dollar  costs  under  the  low-cost  and  high-cost  esti- 
mates. 

3  Level  contribution  rate,  at  an  interest  rate  of  3.25  percent  for  high-cost,  3.50  percent  for  intermediate- 
cost,  and  3.75  percent  for  low-cost,  for  benefits  after  1963,  taking  into  account  interest  on  the  trust  fund  on 
December  31, 1963,  future  administrative  expenses,'tbe  railroad  retirement  financial  interchange  provisions, 
and  the  lower  contribution  rates  payable  by  the  self-employed. 


F.  SUMMARY  OF  ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES 

The  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  as  modified 
by  your  committee's  bill,  has  an  estimated  benefit  cost  that  is  very 
closely  in  balance  with  contribution  income.  This  also  was  the  case 
for  the  1950  and  subsequent  amendments  at  the  time  they  were 
enacted. 

The  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  system  as  modified  by  your 
committee's  bill  is  closer  to  actuarial  balance,  according  to  the  inter- 
mediate-cost estimate,  than  was  the  1961  act  according  to  the  cost 
estimates  made  for  it  at  the  time  of  enactment.  The  system  as 
modified  by  your  committee's  bill,  and  the  system  as  it  was  modified 
by  the  previous  amendments,  has  been  shown  to  be  not  quite  self- 
supporting  under  the  intermediate-cost  estimate.  Nevertheless, 
there  is  close  to  an  exact  balance,  especially  considering  that  a  range 
of  variation  is  necessarily  present  in  the  long-range  actuarial  cost 
estimates  and,  further,  that  rounded  tax  rates  are  used  in  actual 
practice.  Accordingly,  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  program, 
as  it  would  be  changed  by  your  committee's  bill,  is  actuarially  sound. 
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The  separate  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  established  under  the 
1956  act,  shows  a  lack  of  actuarial  balance  of  only  0.01  percent  of 
taxable  payroll  under  the  provisions  that  would  be  in  effect  after 
enactment  of  your  committee's  bill,  because  the  contribution  rate 
allocated  to  this  fund  is  slightly  less  than  the  cost  of  the  disability 
benefits,  based  on  the  intermediate-cost  estimate.  Considering  the 
variability  of  cost  estimates  for  disability  benefits,  this  small  actuarial 
deficit  is  not  significant.  Accordingly,  the  disability  insurance 
program,  as  it  would  be  modified  by  your  committee's  bill,  is  actu- 
arially sound. 

V.  SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 

The  first  section  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  bill  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964." 

SECTION  2.  5-PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND 
DISABILITY  INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

Section  2  of  the  bill  contains  a  revised  benefit  table  to  effectuate 
a  5-percent  benefit  increase,  and  also  provisions  for  adjusting  to  the 
higher  benefit  rates  the  maximum  benefit  amounts  for  families. 

Primary  insurance  amount 

Section  2(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  215  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  so  as  to  provide  a  revised  benefit  table  to  effectuate  the  increases 
provided  by  the  bill  for  people  who  are  on  the  benefit  rolls  before  the 
second  month  following  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is  enacted  and  to 
determine  the  benefit  amounts  of  people  who  will  come  on  the  benefit 
rolls  after  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is 
enacted.  The  new  primary  insurance  amounts,  shown  in  column 
IV  of  the  table,  represent  a  benefit  increase  of  5  percent  over  the 
benefits  of  present  law  for  average  monthly  wages  up  to  and  includ- 
ing $400.  (The  primary  insurance  amount  is  the  amount  payable  to 
a  worker  who  retires  at  or  after  age  65  or  to  a  disabled  worker,  and  it 
is  also  the  amount  from  which  all  other  benefits  are  determined.)  To 
determine  the  benefit  amounts  provided  on  average  monthly  earnings 
above  $400,  the  formula  underlying  the  benefit  table  in  present  law 
was  extended  to  cover  average  monthly  earnings  up  to  $450  and  the 
benefit  amounts  so  derived  were  increased  by  $6.40,  the  same  amount 
of  increase  provided  by  the  bill  in  the  benefit  based  on  average 
monthly  earnings  of  $400.  The  formula  underlying  the  new  benefit 
table  is  thus  approximately  61.79  percent  of  the  first  $110  of  the  aver- 
age monthly  wage,  plus  22.47  percent  of  the  next  $290  of  average  wage, 
plus  21.4  percent  of  the  next  $50  of  average  wage  (as  contrasted  with 
the  present  formula  of  58.85  percent  of  the  first  $110  of  average  wage 
plus  21.4  percent  of  the  next  $290). 

The  primary  insurance  amounts  which  are  provided  by  the  revised 
table  range  from  a  minimum  of  $42  for  people  whose  average  monthly 
wage  is  $67  or  less  to  a  maximum  of  $143.40  for  people  who  will  have 
the  average  monthly  wage  of  $450  that  will  become  possible  in  the 
future  with  the  $5,400  annual  earnings  base  which  the  bill  (in  sec.  15) 
provides.  The  primary  insurance  amounts  of  retired  workers  who 
are  now  on  the  benefit  rolls  would  be  raised  from  $40  to  $42  at  the 
minimum  and  from  $127  to  $133.40  at  the  maximum. 
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Under  the  revised  benefit  table,  the  total  amount  of  benefits  pay- 
able to  a  family  on  the  basis  of  a  single  earnings  record  will  be  deter- 
mined by  a  new  method.  The  maximum  family  benefit  shown  in 
column  V  of  the  benefit  table  in  present  law  is  \)i  times  the  primary 
insurance  amount  or  approximately  80  percent  of  the  average  monthly 
wage,  whichever  is  larger,  up  to  an  absolute  maximum  of  $254 — twice 
the  maximum  primary  insurance  amount  of  $127.  The  $254  amount 
applies  over  a  rather  wide  range  of  average  monthly  earnings  levels, 
and  the  maximum  family  benefit  is  not  earnings-related  at  average 
monthly  earnings  levels  above  $317.  The  formula  used  to  determine 
the  maximum  family  benefit  shown  in  column  V  of  the  new  benefit 
table  is  the  larger  of  (a)  \}{  times  the  primary  insurance  amount  or 
(b)  approximately  80  percent  of  the  average  monthly  wage  up  to  $300, 
plus  40  percent  of  the  remainder  of  the  average  monthly  wage.  The 
$300  point  at  which  the  40-percent  part  of  the  formula  begins  to  oper- 
ate is  two-thirds  of  the  maximum  average  monthly  wage  of  $450.  At 
the  maximum  average  monthly  wage  of  $450,  the  maximum  family 
benefit  would  be  two-thirds  of  the  average  monthly  wage.  (Because 
this  new  formula  for  determining  the  maximum  family  benefits  would 
result  in  lower  family  benefits  at  a  few  earnings  levels  than  under 
present  law — namely,  for  average  wages  between  $301  and  $333 — 
the  present  maximum  benefits  are  retained  at  these  earnings  levels.) 

Primary  insurance  amount  under  1958  act,  as  modified 

Section  2(b)  of  the  bill  amends  section  215(c)  of  the  act  to  provide 
that  a  person  who  became  entitled  to  old-age  or  disability  insurance 
benefits,  or  who  died,  prior  to  the  second  month  following  the  month 
in  which  the  bill  is  enacted,  will  have  his  primary  insurance  amount,  as 
determined  under  the  provisions  of  present  law  and  appearing  in 
column  II  of  the  revised  table,  converted  to  the  higher  primary  in- 
surance amount  on  the  same  line  in  column  IV  of  the  new  table. 

Maximum  benefits 

Section  2(c)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  203(a)  of  the  act  to  assure 
an  increase  in  family  benefit  for  people  already  on  the  benefit  rolls 
when  the  bill  becomes  effective.  In  the  absence  of  such  a  provision 
some  families  now  on  the  benefit  rolls  could  receive  little  or  no  in- 
crease in  benefits,  since  their  benefits  are  already  at  or  near  the 
maximum  amount  payable  to  the  family  as  provided  in  the  new  bene- 
fit table.  The  bill  provides  that  the  maximum  family  benefit  in 
such  cases  will  be  the  larger  of  (1)  the  maximum  amount  permitted 
under  column  V  of  the  new  table  or  (2)  the  sum  obtained  by  raising 
each  family  member's  benefit  by  5  percent  (and  rounding  it  to  the 
next  higher  10  cents  if  it  is  not  already  a  multiple  of  10  cents). 

Section  2(c)(2)  of  the  bill  repeals  section  203(a)(3)  of  the  act, 
which  provided  a  special  saving  clause  for  the  maximum  family 
benefits  of  people  who  became  disabled  before  1959.  This  clause  is 
no  longer  needed  since  individuals  whose  benefits  were  determined 
under  this  clause  are  now  included  under  the  amendment  made  by 
section  2(c)(1). 

Effective  date 

Section  2(d)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
section  2  will  be  effective  for  monthly  benefits  after  the  first  month 
following  the  month  of  enactment,  and  for  lump-sum  deaths  payment 
where  death  occurs  after  that  first  month. 
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Transitional  conversion  from  disability  insurance  benefit  to  primary 
insurance  amount 
Section  2(e)  of  the  bill  is  a  special  transitional  provision  which  will 
apply  to  an  individual  who  was  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance 
benefit  for  the  first  month  following  the  month  of  enactment  of  the 
bill  and  who  died  or  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  in 
the  month  following  such  first  month,  to  make  certain  that  his  existing 
primary  insurance  amount  is  increased  by  5  percent.  Under  the 
general  rule  in  section  215(a)(4),  an  individual  who  was  entitled  to  a 
disability  insurance  benefit  for  the  month  before  he  dies  or  becomes  en- 
titled to  old-age  insurance  benefits  will  have  as  his  primary  insurance 
amount  (for  retirement  or  survivor  benefits)  the  amount  in  column  IV 
of  the  table  that  is  equal  to  his  disability  insurance  benefit,  if  that  is  the 
largest  amount  to  which  he  could  become  entitled.  In  the  situation 
outlined  above,  the  individual's  disability  insurance  benefit,  since  it 
was  derived  from  a  primary  insurance  amount  determined  under 
present  law,  does  not  have  any  direct  connection  with  column  IV  of 
the  table,  which  contains  the  new  benefit  amounts;  and  thus  the 
general  rule  cannot  be  applied  to  this  individual.  Therefore,  section 
2(e)  of  the  bill  provides  that  this  primary  insurance  amount  is  the 
amount  in  column  IV  of  the  table  on  the  same  line  as  that  in  column 
II  on  which  appears  his  present  primary  insurance  amount.  (This 
primary  insurance  amount  in  col.  II  is  equal  to  his  disability  insurance 
benefit  under  present  law.) 

SECTION  3.  PAYMENT  OF  CHILD'S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  AFTER  ATTAIN- 
MENT OF  AGE  18  IN  CASE  OF  CHILD  ATTENDING  SCHOOL 

Section  3(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202(d)(1)(B)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  monthly  benefits  to  a  child 
of  an  insured  worker  where  the  child  is  age  18  or  over  but  has  not 
reached  the  age  of  22  if  he  is  a  full-time  student. 

Section  3(b)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202(d)(1)  of  the  act  to 
provide  for  the  termination  of  the  benefits  paid  to  a  child  18  or  over 
and  under  age  22  on  the  basis  that  he  was  attending  school.  If  the 
child  was  not  disabled  before  age  18  his  benefits  would  end  in  (1)  the 
month  before  the  month  in  which  he  attains  age  22  or  (2)  the  last 
month  in  which  he  is  in  full-time  school  attendance,  whichever  occurs 
earlier. 

Section  3(b)(2)  repeals  a  sentence  that  is  no  longer  needed  because 
it  has  been  incorporated  in  the  changes  made  by  section  3(b)(1) 

Section  3(b)(3)  adds  to  section  202(d)  of  the  act  a  new  paragraph 
to  permit  a  student  whose  benefits  are  terminated  after  he  attains  the 
age  of  18  to  become  reentitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits,  on  filing  a 
new  application,  if  he  becomes  a  full-time  student  before  age  22. 
(Such  reentitlement  to  benefits  would  end  with  whichever  of  the  fol- 
lowing occurred  the  earliest:  (1)  the  month  before  the  month  in  which 
he  attains  age  22,  (2)  the  last  month  in  which  he  is  in  full-time  school 
attendance,  or  (3)  the  month  before  the  month  he  dies,  marries,  or  is 
adopted  (except  for  adoption  by  certain  close  relatives  now  specified 
in  present  law.) 

Section  3(b)(3)  also  adds  to  section  202(d)  a  new  paragraph  (8), 
which  defines  "full-time  student"  and  "educational  institution."  A 
full-time  student  is  defined  as  an  individual  who  is  in  full-time  attend- 
ance as  a  student  at  an  educational  institution;  whether  or  not  the 
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student  was  in  full-time  attendance  would  be  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary in  the  light  of  the  standards  and  practices  of  the  school  involved. 
Specifically  excluded  from  the  definition  of  full-time  student  is  a  per- 
son who  is  paid  by  his  employer  while  attending  school  at  the  request 
(or  pursuant  to  a  requirement)  of  his  employer.  This  definition  also 
provides  for  the  payment  of  benefits  for  any  period  of  4  calendar  months 
or  less  in  which  a  person  does  not  attend  school  if  the  person  shows 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  that  he  intends  to  continue  in  full- 
time  school  attendance  immediately  after  the  end  of  the  period. 

An  educational  institution  is  defined  so  as  to  permit  the  payment 
of  benefits  to  students  taking  vocational  or  academic  courses.  The 
definition  includes  all  public  schools,  colleges,  and  universities  and  all 
accredited  private  schools,  colleges,  or  universities.  An  accredited 
school  would  be  one  approved  by  a  State  recognized  or  nationally 
recognized  accrediting  association.  In  addition,  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  would  be  authorized  to  prescribe 
regulations  defining  the  standards  for  schools  for  which  no  accredit- 
ing body  exists  or  which  are  newly  established  and  which  have  not 
been  in  existence  for  a  long  enough  period  to  qualify  for  approval  or 
accreditation  by  an  accrediting  agency. 

Section  3(c)  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  (s)  to  section  202  of 
the  act.  Paragraph  (1)  of  the  new  subsection  prevents  a  wife, 
widow,  or  former  wife  divorced  from  getting  benefits  if  the  only 
child  in  her  care  is  getting  benefits  solely  because  he  is  a  student. 
Paragraph  (2)  provides  that  the  provisions  of  present  law  which 
permit  a  person  with  a  childhood  disability  to  continue  to  get  benefits 
when  he  marries  another  beneficiary,  and  which  permit  such  a  bene- 
ficiary to  continue  to  get  benefits  when  he  marries  a  person  with  a 
childhood  disability,  will  not  apply  with  respect  to  children  over  18 
who  are  attending  school;  and  paragraph  (3)  provides  that  the 
provisions  of  present  law  which  permit  a  person  entitled  to  benefits 
because  of  a  childhood  disability  to  become  entitled  to  a  higher 
spouse's  benefit  without  meeting  the  generally  applicable  dependency 
requirements  will  not  apply  with  respect  to  children  over  18  who  are 
attending  school. 

Paragraphs  (2)  through  (13)  of  section  3(c)  of  the  bill  make  con- 
forming changes  to  incorporate  references  to  the  new  subsection  (s). 

Paragraphs  (14)  and  (15)  of  section  3(c)  provide  that  the  provisions 
of  present  law  which  relate  to  withholding  of  benefits  payable  to  a 
person  with  a  childhood  disability  while  an  investigation  of  whether 
his  disability  still  exists  is  being  made  or  when  he  refuses  to  accept 
vocational  rehabilitation  services  would  not  apply  with  respect  to 
children  over  18  who  are  attending  school. 

Section  3(d)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
subsections  (a) ,  (b) ,  and  (c)  of  section  3  will  be  effective  for  months 
after  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is  enacted  or  after  August  1964,  if 
later,  on  the  basis  of  applications  for  benefits  filed  in  or  after  the  month 
of  enactment.  Where,  however,  a  child  was  already  on  the  rolls  in 
the  month  the  bill  is  enacted,  the  amendments  would  apply  to  benefits 
for  months  after  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is  enacted. 
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SECTION  4.  REDUCED  BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  AT  AGE  60 

Widow's  insurance  benefits  payable  beginning  at  age  60 

Section  4(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202(e)  of  the  Social  Security- 
Act  to  provide  that  a  widow  may  become  entitled  at  age  60  to  benefits 
based  on  the  earnings  record  of  her  deceased  husband,  with  the 
benefits  payable  to  those  who  claim  them  before  age  62  reduced  to 
take  account  of  the  longer  period  over  which  they  will  be  paid.  Under 
present  law,  unreduced  benefits  amounting  to  82%  percent  of  the 
deceased  husband's  primary  insurance  amount  are  payable  to  a 
widow  at  or  after  age  62. 

Reduction  factors 

Section  4(b)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202(q)(l)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  that  widow's  insurance  benefits  to  which  a 
woman  is  entitled  for  a  month  before  she  is  62  will  be  reduced  by 
five-ninths  of  1  percent  for  each  month  in  the  "reduction  period"  and, 
after  age  62,  for  each  month  in  the  "adjusted  reduction  period." 
Thus,  the  reduction  for  a  widow  claiming  her  benefit  at  age  60  would 
be  13%  percent  (so  that  her  benefit  would  be  reduced  from  the  82% 
percent  of  her  husband's  primary  insurance  amount  that  would  be 
payable  at  age  62  to  71%  percent  of  such  amount).  The  procedure 
for  the  actuarial  reduction  applied  to  the  widow's  benefit  is  the  same 
in  principle  as  that  now  applied  to  old-age,  wife's,  and  husband's 
benefits.  (The  benefits  payable  before  age  65  in  the  case  of  old-age, 
wife's,  and  husband's  benefits  can  be  paid  beginning  at  age  62,  actu- 
arially reduced  for  as  many  as  36  months.  Under  the  amendment, 
the  benefits  provided  for  a  widow  before  age  62  can  be  paid  beginning 
at  age  60,  actuarially  reduced  for  as  many  as  24  months.)  In  the 
case  of  a  widow  who  gets  actuarially  reduced  benefits,  the  amount  of 
the  reduction  in  benefits  will  be  adjusted  at  age  62  (as  it  is  adjusted 
at  age  65  in  the  case  of  individuals  who  get  old-age,  wife's,  or  hus- 
band's benefits  before  age  65),  to  take  account  of  any  months  in  which 
no  benefit  was  payable  because  of  the  operation  of  the  retirement  test. 
The  rate  of  reduction  for  widow's  benefits  is  the  same  as  that  applied 
to  old-age  benefits  payable  before  age  65  under  present  law. 

Entitlement  to  benefits  on  own  earnings  record 

Sections  4(b)  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  the  bill  amend  section  202  (q)  (2) 
of  the  act  to  provide  that  where  a  widow  is  entitled  to  a  disability 
insurance  benefit  based  on  her  own  earnings  when  she  becomes  en- 
titled to  a  reduced  widow's  benefit,  the  reduction  in  the  widow's 
benefit  will  apply  only  to  the  excess  of  the  widow's  benefit  over  the 
benefit  payable  on  her  own  earnings  record.  Similar  provision  is 
made  under  present  law  for  reduction  of  wife's  or  husband's  benefits 
where  the  individual  is  entitled  to  a  benefit  based  on  his  own  earnings 
for  the  month  for  which  he  first  becomes  entitled  to  wife's  or  husband's 
benefits. 

Reduction  in  subsequent  old-age  insurance  benefit 

Section  4(b)(5)  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subparagraph  to  section 
202  (q)  (2)  of  the  act  to  provide  a  method  for  reducing  the  old-age 
insurance  benefit  of  a  widow  who  is  entitled  to  reduced  widow's 
insurance  benefits.  The  old-age  insurance  benefit  (whether  the 
woman  begins  to  get  it  before  or  after  she  reaches  age  65)  will  be 
reduced  to  take  account  of  the  widow's  benefits  paid  to  her  before 
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age  62.  The  amount  of  the  reduction  in  the  old-age  insurance 
benefit  will  be  whichever  of  the  following  is  larger:  (1)  the  reduction 
that  would  have  been  made  in  the  old-age  benefit  if  no  widow's 
benefit  had  been  payable,  or  (2)  the  dollar  amount  of  reduction  in 
the  widow's  benefit,  plus  the  amount  resulting  from  applying,  to  the 
amount  by  which  the  unreduced  old-age  insurance  benefit  exceeds 
the  unreduced  widow's  benefit,  the  reduction  factor  that  would  have 
been  applied  to  the  unreduced  old-age  insurance  benefit  if  she  had  not 
been  eligible  for  a  reduced  widow's  benefit. 

Reduction  where  widow  has  a  child  in  her  care 

Section  4(b)(6)  of  the  bill  adds  to  section  202(q)(4)  of  the  act  a 
new  clause  (D)  to  provide  that,  regardless  of  the  provisions  for  reduc- 
tion in  the  benefits  of  widows  who  claim  them  before  age  62,  in  no 
case  for  a  month  in  which  a  widow  has  in  her  care  a  child  entitled  to 
child's  benefits  will  she  get  less  than  the  amount  of  the  mother's 
insurance  benefit  that  is  payable,  regardless  of  age,  to  a  widow  caring 
for  a  child  entitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits. 

Reduction  period 

Section  4(b)(7)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202  (q)  (5)  of  the  act  to 
provide  that,  in  the  case  of  widow's  insurance  benefits,  the  "reduction 
period"  will  begin  with  the  first  month  for  which  the  woman  is  entitled 
to  a  widow's  benefit  and  end  with  the  month  before  the  month  in 
which  she  attains  age  62. 

Adjusted  reduction  period 

Section  4(b)(8)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202  (q)  (6)  of  the  act  to 
provide  that,  in  determining  the  "adjusted  reduction  period"  in  the 
case  of  a  widow,  any  months  in  which  her  benefit  is  subject  to  deduc- 
tion because  of  employment  or  is  increased  because  she  has  a  child  in 
her  care  will  be  excluded. 

Definitions 

Section  4(b)  (9)  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  (8)  to  section  202  (q) 
of  the  act;  the  new  subsection  (8)  defines  "retirement  age"  as  age  65 
for  old-age,  wife's,  or  husband's  benefits  and  age  62  for  widow's 
benefits. 

Bar  to  entitlement  to  disability  insurance  benefits 

Section  4(c)  of  the  bill  amends  section  223(a)(3)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  so  that  entitlement  to  reduced  widow's  benefits  is 
included,  along  with  entitlement  to  other  benefits  payable  on  account 
of  old  age,  as  a  factor  precluding  subsequent  entitlement  to  disability 
insurance  benefits. 

Effective  date 

Section  4(d)  of  the  bill  provides  that  reduced  widow's  benefits  will 
be  payable  beginning  with  the  month  after  the  month  of  enactment  of 
the  bill  on  the  basis  of  applications  filed  in  or  after  such  month  of 
enactment. 

SECTION  5.  TRANSITIONAL  INSURED  STATUS 

Section  5(a)  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  section  226  at  the  end  of  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  a  special  insured  status  for  cer- 
tain individuals  who  are  now  in  their  seventies  or  over  and  who  are  not 
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eligible  for  benefits  under  the  provisions  of  present  law  because  they 
do  not  have  six  quarters  of  coverage  (or  their  husbands  did  not). 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  226  provides  that  anyone  who  attains 
age  72  and  does  not  meet  the  existing  insured  status  requirements  of 
section  214(a)  would  nevertheless  be  insured  if  he  has  one  quarter  of 
coverage  for  each  year  elapsing  after  1950  and  before  the  year  in  which 
he  attained  retirement  age  (65  for  men,  62  for  women)  and  if  he  has 
not  less  than  three  quarters  of  coverage.  These  provisions  will  merge 
gradually  into  the  fully  insured  status  provisions  of  the  present  law,  so 
that  men  who  attained  age  65  and  women  who  attained  age  62  after 
1956  would  have  to  meet  the  requirements  of  present  law,  rather  than 
the  transitional  requirements,  to  qualify  for  benefits  The  following 
table  sets  forth  the  requirements  for  workers : 


MEN 

WOMEN 

Quarters  of 

Quarters  of 

Age  (in  1965) 

coverage 

Age  (in  1965) 

coverage 

required 

required 

76  or  over    

75   

74    

73  or  younger    

3. 
4. 
5. 

6  or  more. 

73  or  over...  __  

72    

71  

70  or  younger     

3. 
4. 
5. 

6  or  more. 

The  benefit  payable  to  a  person  who  meets  only  the  transitional 
requirement  will  be  $35.  The  wife  of  such  a  person,  if  she  attains  age 
72  before  1968,  will  be  eligible  at  age  72  for  a  wife's  benefit  of  $17.50. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  226  provides  that  a  widow  who  reaches 
age  72  before  1968  will  be  eligible  for  a  widow's  benefit  of  $35  if  her 
husband  attained  age  65  or  died  before  1957  and  was  uninsured  solely 
because  he  did  not  have  six  quarters  of  coverage.  The  specific  number 
of  quarters  of  coverage  required  to  confer  eligibility  on  the  widow 
depends  both  on  her  age  and  on  her  husband's  age,  as  set  forth  in  the 
following  table: 


Year  of  husband's  death  (or  attainment 
of  age  65,  if  earlier) 

Quarters  re- 
quired under 
present  law 

Quarters  required  under  proposal  for 
widow  attaining  age  72  in— 

1965  or  before 

1966 

1967 

1954  or  before  

1955     

6. 
6. 
6. 

6  or  more. 

3. 
4. 

5. 

6  or  more. 

4. 
4. 
5. 

6  or  more. 

5. 
5. 

5. 

6  or  more. 

1956   

1957  or  after   

Subsection  (c)  of  section  226  provides  that  a  widow  who  attains 
age  72  before  1968  will  be  eligible  for  a  widow's  benefit  of  $35  if  her 
deceased  husband  had  become  eligible,  prior  to  his  death,  for  benefits 
under  the  special  insured  status  requirements  set  forth  in  subsection 
(a)  of  section  226,  even  though  the  conditions  of  subsection  (b)  of 
section  226  were  not  met  by  the  deceased  husband  and  the  widow. 

Section  5(b)  of  the  bill  makes  the  transitional  insured  status 
provisions  effective  for  monthly  benefits  beginning  with  the  second 
month  following  the  month  of  enactment  of  the  bill. 
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SECTION  6.  COMPUTATION   AND  RECOMPUTATION  OF  BENEFITS 

Section  6  of  the  bill  provides  for  automatic  recomputation  of 
benefit  amounts  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  take 
account  of  earnings  after  entitlement  to  benefits,  and  makes  other 
technical  changes  m  the  computation  of  benefits  to  facilitate  such  an 
automatic  recomputation. 

Average  monthly  wage 

Section  6(a)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  subparagraph  (C)  of  section 
215(b)(2)  of  the  act  to  define  an  individual's  computation  base  years 
(from  which  the  years  to  be  used  in  the  benefit  computation  are 
chosen)  as  calendar  years  occurring  after  1950  (except  that,  as  pro- 
vided in  section  215(d)  of  the  act,  1936  would  be  used  instead  of  1950 
for  a  person  whose  most  favorable  benefit  computation  would  be  that 
determined  over  the  period  from  1937  on),  and  prior  to  (1)  the  year 
in  which  his  first  month  of  entitlement  (including  retroactive  entitle- 
ment) to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  occurs  or  (2)  the  year  succeeding 
the  year  in  which  he  dies,  whichever  is  earlier. 

Section  6(a)(2)  amends  section  215(b)(3)  of  the  act  to  define  the 
number  of  an  individual's  elapsed  years  (which  determine  the  number 
of  years  to  be  used  in  the  benefit  computation)  as  the  number  of 
calendar  years  in  the  period  (1)  after  1950  (this  would  be  1936  for 
those  people  whose  most  favorable  benefit  computation  is  that  deter- 
mined over  the  period  from  1937  on)  or,  if  later,  after  the  year  in 
which  he  attained  the  age  of  21,  and  (2)  prior  to  the  year  in  which 
he  died  or,  if  earlier,  the  year  after  1960  in  which  he  attained  age  65 
if  a  man  or  age  62  if  a  woman.  The  amended  paragraph  provides 
that  elapsed  years  will  be  counted  up  to  the  year  in  which  age  65 
(62  for  women)  is  attained,  whether  or  not  the  person  was  insured  at 
that  time.  Under  present  law,  the  cutoff  point  for  determining 
elapsed  years  is  the  first  day  of  the  year  in  which  the  worker  is  both 
fully  insured  and  has  reached  age  65  (62  for  women). 

Section  6(a)(3)  amends  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  section  215(b)  of 
the  act.  Paragraph  (4)  as  amended  makes  the  new  provisions  of 
section  215(b)  applicable  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  dies 
or  becomes  entitled  to  benefits  or  to  a  benefit  recomputation  under 
section  215(f)(2)(A),  as  amended  by  the  bill,  after  December  1964. 
The  requirement  that  an  individual  have  not  less  than  six  quarters  of 
coverage  after  1950  in  order  to  have  his  average  monthly  wage  deter- 
mined entirely  on  his  earnings  after  1950  has  been  omitted  from  the 
amended  paragraph.  Paragraph  (5),  as  amended,  preserves  the 
present  method  of  computing  the  average  monthly  wage  for  people 
who,  after  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is 
enacted  and  prior  to  1965  (the  effective  date  of  automatic  recomputa- 
tion), became  entitled  to  benefits  or  a  recomputation  of  benefits. 

Primary  insurance  benefit  under  1989  act 

Section  6(b)  of  the  bill  makes  a  minor  conforming  change,  and 
updates  a  reference  in  section  215(d)  of  the  act,  relating  to  computa- 
tion of  primary  insurance  benefits  under  the  1939  Social  Security  Act. 

Certain  wages  and  self-employment  income  not  to  be  counted 

Section  6(c)  of  the  bill  amends  section  215(e)  of  the  act  by  repealing 
paragraph  (3),  which  provides  for  a  recomputation  for  self-employed 
people  to  include  earnings  in  the  year  of  entitlement  that  were  not 
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included  in  the  original  computation.  (Some  self-employed  people 
operate  on  a  fiscal-year  basis  that  ends  after  the  last  day  of  the 
month  in  which  they  become  entitled  to  benefits.)  This  provision 
is  no  longer  needed  since  all  benefits  will  be  automatically  recomputed 
each  year  under  section  215(f)  as  amended  by  the  bill. 

Recomputation  of  benefits 

Section  6(d)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  215(f)(2)  of  the  act  by 
providing  for  automatic  recomputation  of  benefits  for  each  year 
(beginning  with  1964)  during  any  part  of  which  the  person  is  entitled 
to  old-age  insurance  benefits.  The  recomputation  will  be  made 
without  any  requirement  that  an  application  be  filed,  and  will  be 
made  without  regard  to  whether  an  individual  has  earnings  of  more 
than  $1,200  in  a  year  after  entitlement  to  benefits  or  has  six  quarters 
of  coverage  after  1950;  all  of  these  conditions  must  be  met  under  the 
present  law.  A  recomputation  under  the  amended  section  215(f)(2) 
will  be  effective,  in  the  case  of  a  living  beneficiary,  with  January  of 
the  year  following  the  year  in  which  the  earnings  were  received.  In 
death  cases  the  recomputation  will  take  account  of  remuneration  for 
employment  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  that  is  counted  as 
wages  for  social  security  purposes  as  well  as  of  social  security  covered 
earnings,  and  will  be  effective  for  survivors'  benefits  beginning  with 
the  month  of  death. 

Section  6(d)(2)  repeals  paragraphs  (3),  (4),  and  (7)  of  section  215(f) 
of  the  act,  removing  the  provisions  for  a  recomputation  to  include 
earnings  in  the  year  of  entitlement  to  benefits  or  in  the  year  in  which 
an  individual's  benefits  were  recomputed  on  account  of  additional 
earnings ;  the  provisions  for  a  recomputation  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
benefits  to  survivors  of  an  individual  who  died  after  1960  entitled  to 
old-age  insurance  benefits;  and  the  provision  for  recomputing  at 
age  65  the  benefits  of  an  individual  who  became  entitled  to  benefits 
before  that  age.  All  of  these  are  replaced  by  the  automatic  recom- 
putation provision. 

Recomputation  of  disability  insurance  benefits 

Section  6(e)  of  the  bill  amends  section  223(a)(2)  of  the  act  so  that 
an  individual's  disability  insurance  benefit  would  be  recomputed 
under  the  automatic  recomputation  provisions. 

Effective  dates  and  saving  provisions 

Section  6(f)(1)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  repeal  of  section  215(e)(3) 
of  the  act  (pertaining  to  recomputations  for  self-employed  people  who 
use  a  noncalendar  fiscal  year)  is  effective  for  individuals  who  become 
entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  under  section  202(a)  of  the 
act  after  1964. 

Section  6(f)(2)  provides  that  in  any  case  where  an  individual  would, 
upon  filing  of  an  application  on  January  1,  1965,  be  entitled  to  have 
his  benefits  recomputed  under  the  provisions  of  the  present  law,  the 
individual  will  be  deemed  to  have  filed  an  application  on  January  1, 
1965.  Thus,  any  individual  who  would  profit  from  a  recomputation 
under  the  provisions  of  present  law  will  have  his  benefit  amount 
recomputed  automatically  as  though  he  had  filed  an  application  for 
that  recomputation.  The  new  automatic  recomputation  provisions 
will  take  over  for  the  future. 

Section  6(f)(3)  retains  section  215(f)(4)  of  present  law  for  the 
purpose  of  providing,  for  survivors  benefits,  a  recomputation  of  the 
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primary  insurance  amount  of  an  individual  who  was  entitled  to  an 
old-age  insurance  benefit  and  who  died  after  1960  and  before  1965 
without  having  filed  an  application  for  a  recomputation  that  would 
increase  his  primary  insurance  amount.  The  new  recomputation 
provisions  will  apply  to  deaths  occurring  after  1964. 

Section  6(f)(4)  retains  the  provisions  of  section  215(f)(7)  of  present 
law  for  the  purpose  of  providing  an  automatic  recomputation  at  age 
65  for  individuals  who  take  actuarially  reduced  benefits  before  that 
age  and  who  reach  age  65  before  1965.  This  is  a  special  recomputa- 
tion provided  for  a  man  who  becomes  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance 
benefit  before  age  65  and  who  has  earnings  after  his  entitlement  and 
before  he  reaches  age  65.  After  1964,  these  recomputations  will  be 
made  under  the  new  automatic  recomputation  provisions. 

Section  6(f)(5)  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by  section 
6(e)  (relating  to  computations  of  disability  insurance  benefits)  will 
apply  to  individuals  who  become  entitled  to  disability  insurance 
benefits  after  1964. 

Section  6(f)(6)  retains  the  provisions  in  effect  prior  to  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1960  for  figuring  the  average  monthly  wage 
of  an  individual  who  was  eligible  for  old-age  insurance  benefits  before 
1961  but  who  became  entitled  to  benefits,  or  died,  after  1960;  in  some 
such  cases  use  of  the  prior  provisions  would  result  in  a  higher  primary 
insurance  amount. 

SECTION  7.  IMPROVEMENT  OF  ACTUARIAL  STATUS  OF  DISABILITY 
INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 

Section  7(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  201(b)(1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  increase  the  percentage  of  taxable  wages  appropriated 
to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  (presently  one-half  of  1  percent) 
to  0.65  percent,  effective  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  1964. 

Section  7(b)  of  the  bill  amends  section  201(b)(2)  of  the  act  to  in- 
crease the  percentage  of  taxable  self-employment  income  appropriated 
to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  (presently  three-eighths  of  1 
percent)  to  0.4875  percent,  effective  with  respect  to  taxable  years 
beginning  after  1964. 

SECTION  8.  COVERAGE  FOR  DOCTORS  OF  MEDICINE 

Amendments  to  Title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

Removal  of  exclusion  for  doctors  of  medicine 

Under  existing  law,  services  performed  by  a  self-employed  person  in 
the  exercise  of  his  profession  as  a  doctor  of  medicine,  or  as  a  member  of 
a  partnership  engaged  in  the  practice  of  medicine,  are  excepted  from 
the  term  "trade  or  business"  and  thus  from  self-employment  coverage 
under  section  211(c)(5)  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  Section  8(a)(1) 
of  the  bill  amends  section  211(c)(5)  of  the  act  by  removing  the  excep- 
tion provided  for  these  services  performed  as  a  doctor  of  medicine  or 
as  a  member  of  a  partnership  engaged  in  the  practice  of  medicine. 
In  general,  the  effect  of  this  amendment  is  to  extend  social  security 
coverage  on  a  compulsory  basis  to  net  earnings  derived  by  an  indi- 
vidual from  the  practice  of  medicine  on  his  own  account  or  by  a 
partnership  of  which  he  is  a  member. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1964 


45 


Section  8(a)(2)  of  the  bill  merely  conforms  the  provisions  of  the 
last  two  sentences  of  section  211(c)  of  the  act  to  the  amendment  made 
by  section  8(a)(1)  of  the  bill.  The  changes  made  in  such  provisions 
of  section  211(c)  are  technical  changes. 

Removal  of  exclusion  for  interns  in  Federal  hospitals 

Section  210(a) (6)  (C)(iv)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  presently  ex- 
cludes from  "employment,"  and  thus  from  social  security  coverage, 
services  performed  by  certain  interns,  student  nurses,  and  other 
student  employees  of  hospitals  of  the  Federal  Government.  Section 
8(a)(3)  of  the  bill  amends  section  210(a)  (6)  (C)(iv)  of  the  act  so  as  to 
remove  the  exclusion  insofar  as  it  pertains  to  medical  or  dental  interns 
and  medical  or  dental  residents-in-training.  The  effect  of  this  amend- 
ment is  to  extend  social  security  coverage  to  such  individuals  with 
respect  to  services  performed  by  them  as  interns  or  residents-in- 
training  in  the  employ  of  hospitals  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Removal  of  exclusion  for  student  interns 

Section  210(a)  (13)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  presently  excludes 
from  employment,  and  thus  from  social  security  coverage,  services 
performed  as  an  intern  in  the  employ  of  a  hospital  by  an  individual 
who  has  completed  a  4-year  course  in  a  medical  school  chartered  or 
approved  pursuant  to  State  law.  Section  8(a)(4)  of  the  bill  amends 
section  210(a) (13)  so  as  to  remove  this  exclusion.  The  effect  of  this 
amendment  is  to  extend  social  security  coverage  to  such  interns  unless 
their  services  are  excluded  under  provisions  other  than  section 
210(a) (13).  Thus,  the  services  of  an  intern  are  covered  if  he  is  em- 
ployed by  a  hospital  which  is  not  exempt  from  income  tax  as  an  orga- 
nization described  in  section  501(c)(3)  of  the  code.  If  the  intern  is 
employed  by  a  hospital  which  is  exempt  from  income  tax  and  which 
has  a  waiver  certificate  in  effect  under  section  3121(k)  of  the  code,  he 
is  not  excluded  from  coverage  by  section  210(a)(8)(B)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  if  coverage  was  effected  under  such  certificate. 

Amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 

Removal  of  exclusion  for  doctors  of  medicine 

Under  existing  law,  services  performed  by  a  self-employed  person  in 
the  exercise  of  his  profession  as  a  doctor  of  medicine,  or  as  a  member 
of  a  partnership  engaged  in  the  practice  of  medicine,  are  excepted  from 
the  term  "trade  or  business"  under  section  1402(c)(5)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954.  Section  8(b)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section 
1402(c)(5)  of  the  code  by  removing  the  exception  provided  for  these 
services  performed  as  a  doctor  of  medicine  or  as  a  member  of  a  partner- 
ship engaged  in  the  practice  of  medicine.  In  general,  the  effect  of  this 
amendment  is  to  subject  the  net  earnings  derived  by  an  individual 
from  the  practice  of  medicine  on  his  own  account  or  by  a  partnership 
of  which  he  is  a  member  to  the  self-employment  tax. 

Section  8(b)  (2)  of  the  bill  merely  conforms  the  provisions  of  the  last 
two  sentences  of  section  1402(c)  of  the  code  of  1964  to  the  amendment 
made  by  section  8(b)(1).  The  changes  made  in  such  provisions  of 
section  1402(c)  are  technical  changes. 
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Technical  amendments 

Section  8(b)(3)  of  the  bill  merely  conforms  the  language  of  sections 
1402(e)(1)  and  1402(e)(2)  of  the  code  to  the  amendment  made  by 
section  8(b)(1).    The  changes  made  are  technical  changes. 

Removal  of  exclusion  for  interns  in  Federal  hospitals 

Section  3121(b)  (6)  (C)(iv)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
presently  excludes  from  "employment,"  and  thus  from  coverage  under 
the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions  Act,  services  performed  by 
certain  interns,  student  nurses,  and  other  student  employees  of 
hospitals  of  the  Federal  Government.  Section  8(b)(4)  of  the  bill 
amends  section  3121(b)  (6)  (C)(iv)  of  the  code  so  as  to  remove  the 
exclusion  insofar  as  it  pertains  to  medical  or  dental  interns  and 
medical  or  dental  residents-in-training.  The  effect  of  this  amendment 
is  to  make  the  remuneration  of  such  individuals  for  services  performed 
by  them  as  such  interns  or  residents-in-training  in  the  employ  of 
hospitals  of  the  Federal  Government  subject  to  the  Federal  Insurance 
Contributions  Act. 

Removal  of  exclusion  for  student  interns 

Section  3121(b)  (13)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  presently 
excludes  from  employment,  and  thus  from  coverage  under  the  Federal 
Insurance  Contributions  Act,  services  performed  as  an  intern  in  the 
employ  of  a  hospital  by  an  individual  who  has  completed  a  4-year 
course  in  a  medical  school  chartered  or  approved  pursuant  to  State 
law.  Section  8(b)(5)  of  the  bill  amends  section  3121(b) (13)  so  as  to 
remove  this  exclusion.  The  effect  of  this  amendment  is  to  extend 
coverage  under  the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions  Act  to  such 
interns  unless  their  services  are  excluded  under  provisions  other  than 
section  3121(b)  (13).  Thus,  the  services  of  an  intern  are  covered  if 
he  is  employed  by  a  hospital  which  is  not  exempt  from  income  tax 
as  an  organization  described  in  section  501(c)(3)  of  the  code.  If  the 
intern  is  employed  by  a  hospital  which  is  exempt  from  income  tax  and 
which  has  a  waiver  certificate  in  effect  under  section  3121  (k)  of  the 
code,  he  is  not  excluded  from  coverage  by  section  3121(b)(8)(B)  of  the 
code  if  coverage  was  effected  under  such  certificate. 

Effective  Date 

Section  8(c)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  section  8(a)  and  by  paragraphs  (1),  (2), 
and  (3)  of  section  8(b),  relating  to  the  self -employment  coverage  of 
doctors  of  medicine,  are  effective  for  taxable  years  ending  after  De- 
cember 31,  1964.  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4) 
of  section  8(a)  and  by  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  section  8(b),  relating 
to  social  security  coverage  of  interns  and  residents-in-training,  are 
effective  with  respect  to  services  performed  after  1964. 

SECTION  9.  COVERAGE  OP  TIPS 

Section  9  of  the  bill  provides  coverage  for  tips  received  by  an 
employee  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  treating  them  (foi  both 
benefit  and  tax  purposes)  as  wages  paid  by  the  employer. 
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Amendments  to  Title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

Section  9(a)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  209  of  the  Social  Security- 
Act  by  adding  a  new  subsection  (k).  The  new  subsection  provides 
that  tips  are  excluded  from  covered  wages  if  they  were  paid  in 
a  medium  other  than  cash  or  if  the  cash  tips  received  in  a  calendar 
month  by  the  employee  in  the  course  of  his  employment  by  a  single 
employer  were  less  than  $20. 

Section  9(a)(2)  of  the  bill  further  amends  section  209  of  the  act  by 
adding  a  new  unnumbered  paragraph  at  the  end  thereof.  The  new 
unnumbered  paragraph  provides  that  tips  received  by  an  employee 
in  the  course  of  his  employment,  on  his  own  behalf  and  not  on  behalf 
of  another  employee,  are  considered  remuneration  for  employment 
regardless  of  whether  the  tips  were  received  by  the  employee  directly 
from  a  person  other  than  his  employer  or  were  paid  over  to  the  em- 
ployee by  his  employer;  these  tips  are  deemed  to  have  been  paid  by 
the  employer  to  the  employee  at  the  time  a  written  statement  in- 
cluding them  is  furnished  by  the  employee  to  the  employer  pursuant 
to  section  6053  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (added  by  sec. 
9(c)(2)  of  the  bill).  Tips  that  are  not  included  in  such  a  statement 
are  deemed  to  have  been  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer  at 
the  close  of  the  10th  day  following  the  month  in  which  they  were 
received  by  the  employee  (the  last  day  on  which  such  a  statement 
could  be  furnished  under  sec.  6053). 

Amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  oj  195 '4 

Section  9(b)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  3102  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  deduction  by  the  employer  of  the 
employee's  social  security  tax  from  the  employee's  wages)  by  adding 
a  new  subsection  (c).  The  new  subsection  specifies  that  in  the  case 
of  tips  which  constitute  wages  the  employer  is  responsible  for  the  em- 
ployee's tax  only  if  the  tips  were  included  in  a  written  statement  fur- 
nished by  the  employee  to  the  employer  pursuant  to  the  new  section 
6053  of  the  code,  and  only  to  the  extent  that,  at  or  after  the  time  the 
statement  is  furnished  and  before  the  close  of  the  10th  day  following 
the  month  in  which  the  tips  were  received,  he  could  collect  the  em- 
ployee's tax  by  deducting  it  from  wages  of  the  employee  or  from  funds 
turned  over  to  him  by  the  employee  for  that  purpose.  Tips  the 
employer  had  in  his  possession  to  be  turned  over  to  the  employee 
would  not  be  considered  wages  of  the  employee  from  which  the 
employee  tax  could  be  deducted. 

Section  9(b)(2)  of  the  bill  amends  section  3121(a)  of  the  code 
(defining  "wages"  for  social  security  tax  purposes)  by  adding  a  new 
paragraph  (11).  The  new  paragraph  provides  that  tips  are  excluded 
from  coverage  if  they  were  paid  in  a  medium  other  than  cash  or 
if  the  cash  tips  received  in  a  calendar  month  by  the  employee  in 
the  course  of  his  employment  by  a  single  employer  were  less  than  $20. 

Section  9(b)(3)  of  the  bill  further  amends  section  3121  of  the  code 
by  adding  a  new  subsection  (q).  The  new  subsection  provides  that 
tips  received  by  an  employee  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  on 
his  own  behalf  and  not  on  behalf  of  another  employee,  are  considered 
remuneration  for  employment  regardless  of  whether  the  tips  were 
received  by  the  employee  directly  from  a  person  other  than  his  em- 
ployer or  were  paid  over  to  the  employee  by  his  employer;  these  tips 
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are  deemed  to  have  been  paid  by  the  employer  to  the  employee  at 
the  time  a  written  statement  including  them  is  furnished  by  the 
employee  to  the  employer  pursuant  to  section  6053  of  the  code. 
Tips  that  are  not  included  in  such  a  statement  are  deemed  to  have 
been  paid  by  the  employer  to  the  employee  on  the  10th  day  of  the 
month  following  the  month  in  which  they  were  received  by  the 
employee. 

Section  9(c)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  6051(a)  of  the  code, 
which  requires  that  the  employer  furnish  each  of  his  employees 
with  a  statement  of  the  remuneration  paid  to  the  employee  by  the 
employer,  and  the  social  security  and  income  taxes  withheld,  during 
the  calendar  year.  Under  the  amendment,  the  amount  to  be  shown 
on  the  statement  as  "wages,"  as  defined  in  section  3121(a)  of  the 
code  for  purposes  of  the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions  Act,  would 
include  tips  only  to  the  extent  that  they  were  reported  by  the  employee 
to  the  employer  pursuant  to  the  new  section  6053  of  the  code. 

Section  9(c)(2)  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  section  6053  to  the  code, 
requiring  every  employee  receiving  in  any  calendar  month  tips  which 
constituted  wages,  as  denned  in  section  3121(a)  of  the  code  for  pur- 
poses of  the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions  Act,  to  furnish  to  his 
employer  one  or  more  written  reports  of  all  such  tips.  For  purposes 
of  the  employer's  tax,  for  purposes  of  employers'  statements  for 
employees,  and  for  purposes  of  determining  whether  the  employee 
failed  to  report  all  of  his  tips  that  should  have  been  reported,  tips  would 
be  considered  reported  pursuant  to  section  6053  only  if  they  are  in- 
cluded in  a  written  statement  furnished  to  the  employer  by  the 
employee  on  or  before  the  close  of  the  10th  day  following  the  month  in 
which  the  tips  were  received,  and  only  to  the  extent  that  the  employee's 
share  of  the  social  security  tax  can  be  collected  by  the  employer 
under  section  3102  (which  authorizes  the  employer  to  use  funds 
turned  over  to  him  by  the  employee  for  that  purpose  as  well  as  to 
deduct  from  the  employee's  other  wages) .  Thus,  even  though  a  writ- 
ten statement  of  tips  received  by  an  employee  in  a  calendar  month 
is  furnished  to  his  employer  as  required,  such  tips  are  not  consid- 
ered to  have  been  "reported"  unless  the  employer  could  collect  the 
employee  tax,  deducting  it  from  the  employee's  other  wages  or  using 
funds  turned  over  to  him  for  that  purpose,  or  both,  on  or  before  the 
10th  day  following  such  month.  The  written  reports  are  required 
to  be  furnished  to  the  employer  at  such  other  times  before  the  10th 
day  following  the  month  in  which  the  tips  were  received,  and  in  such 
form  and  manner,  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate 
may  by  regulations  prescribe. 

Section  9(c)(3)  of  the  bill  amends  section  6652  of  the  code  by  re- 
designating the  present  subsection  (c)  as  subsection  (d)  and  by  in- 
serting a  new  subsection  (c).  The  new  subsection  provides  that  the 
employee  will  be  required  to  pay,  on  any  tips  which  he  failed  to  include 
in  a  written  report  to  his  employer  as  required  under  section  6053, 
both  the  employee  tax  imposed  by  section  3101  on  the  unreported 
tips  and  an  additional  amount  equal  to  the  employee  tax.  The 
additional  amount  would  not  be  imposed  if  it  was  shown  that  the 
failure  was  due  to  reasonable  cause  and  not  due  to  willful  neglect. 

Section  9(d)  of  the  bill  amends  section  3111  of  the  code  by  adding  a 
sentence  to  provide  that  the  employer  is  liable  for  paying  his  share  of 
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the  social  security  tax  on  only  those  tips  which  were  reported  to  him 
pursuant  to  section  6053. 

Section  9(e)  of  the  bill  amends  section  3102  of  the  code  (relating  to 
deduction  of  the  employee's  tax)  to  authorize  an  employer  who  is 
furnished  a  written  statement  of  tips  to  deduct  the  employee's  tax  on 
the  tips  included  in  such  statement  even  though  at  the  time  it  is 
furnished  the  total  amount  of  the  tips  included  in  that  statement  and 
prior  written  statements  for  the  month  is  less  than  $20. 

Section  9(f)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by  sec- 
tion 9  will  be  effective  with  respect  to  tips  received  after  1964. 

SECTION  10.  GROSS  INCOME  OF  FARMERS 

Increasing  gross  income  taken  into  account  for  optional  method  of  com- 
puting net  earnings  from  farm  self-employment;  amendments  to 
title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
Section  10(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  211(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  increase  from  $1,800  to  $2,400  the  maximum  gross  farm  income 
that  a  person  may  use  in  the  optional  method  of  computing  his  net 
earnings  from  farm  self-employment.  Under  present  law,  a  person 
with  gross  income  from  farm  self-employment  of  $1,800  or  less  may, 
at  his  option,  base  his  coverage  on  two-thirds  of  his  gross  farm  in- 
come; with  gross  income  of  more  than  $1,800  and  a  net  of  less  than 
$1,200,  he  may  report  $1,200;  if  his  net  earnings  are  $1,200  or  more, 
he  must  report  his  actual  net  earnings.  Under  the  amendments,  an 
individual  with  gross  income  from  farm  self-employment  of  $2,400  or 
less  may,  at  his  option,  base  his  coverage  on  two-thirds  of  his  gross 
farm  income;  with  a  gross  income  of  more  than  $2,400  and  a  net  of  less 
than  $1,600,  he  may  report  $1,600;  if  his  net  earnings  are  $1,600  or 
more,  he  must  report  his  actual  net  earnings. 

Same;  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 

Section  10(b)  of  the  bill  amends  section  1402(a)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  increase  from  $1,800  to  $2,400  the  maximum 
gross  farm  income  that  a  person  may  use  in  the  optional  method  of 
computing  his  net  earnings  from  farm  self-employment.  Under 
present  law,  a  person  with  gross  income  from  farm  self-employment  of 
$1,800  or  less  may,  at  his  option,  base  his  coverage  on  two-thirds  of  his 
gross  farm  income;  with  a  gross  income  of  more  than  $1,800  and  a  net 
of  less  than  $1,200  he  may  report  $1,200;  if  his  net  earnings  are 
$1,200  or  more,  he  must  report  his  actual  net  earnings.  Under  the 
amendments,  an  individual  with  gross  income  from  farm  self-employ- 
ment of  $2,400  or  less  may,  at  his  option,  base  his  coverage  on  two- 
thirds  of  his  gross  farm  income;  with  a  gross  income  of  more  than 
$2,400  and  a  net  of  less  than  $1,600  he  may  report  $1,600;  if  his  net 
earnings  are  $1,600  or  more,  he  must  report  his  actual  net  earnings. 

Effective  date 

Section  10(c)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
section  10(a)  and  10(b)  will  apply  with  respect  to  taxable  years 
beginning  after  December  31,  1964. 
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SECTION  11.   ELIMINATION  OF  PROHIBITION  AGAINST  COVERAGE  OF 
POLICEMEN  AND  FIREMEN 

Section  11(a)  of  the  bill  amends  subparagraph  (A)  of  section 
218(d)(5)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  by  replacing  the  present  sub- 
paragraph (A),  which  bars  the  coverage  of  service  performed  in  any 
policeman's  or  fireman's  position  under  a  retirement  system,  with  a 
new  subparagraph  (A)  which  specifies  the  conditions  under  which 
policemen  and  firemen  may  be  brought  under  social  security  coverage. 
The  new  subparagraph  (A)  requires  that  when  a  retirement  system 
covers  the  positions  of  policemen  and  firemen,  or  the  positions  of 
policemen  or  firemen,  or  both,  and  other  positions,  such  system  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  a  separate  retirement  system  with  respect  to  the 
positions  of  such  policemen  or  firemen,  or  both,  as  the  State  desires, 
except  that  no  positions  of  persons  other  than  policemen  or  firemen 
may  be  included  in  any  such  separate  retirement  system. 

Sections  11(b),  11(c),  11(d),  and  11(e)  of  the  bill  make  necessary 
conforming  changes  in  various  provisions  of  section  218  of  the  act. 

Section  11(f)  of  the  bill  repeals  section  218(p)  of  the  act,  which 
authorized  the  coverage  of  policemen  and  firemen  under  retirement 
systems  in  certain  specified  States  notwithstanding  the  existing  pro- 
hibition in  section  218(d)(5)(A). 

Section  11(g)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
section  1 1  shall  apply  only  in  the  case  of  agreements  or  modifications 
agreed  to  after  November  30,  1964. 

SECTION  12.  INCLUSION  OF  ALASKA  AND  KENTUCKY  AMONG  STATES 
PERMITTED  TO  DIVIDE  THEIR  RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 

Section  12  of  the  bill  amends  section  218(d)(6)(C)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  by  adding  Alaska  and  Kentucky  to  the  list  of  States 
which  are  permitted  to  divide  their  retirement  systems  into  two 
divisions  for  coverage  purposes,  one  division  consisting  of  those 
members  desiring  coverage  under  the  act  and  the  other  consisting  of 
those  who  do  not,  with  all  new  members  being  covered  on  a  com- 
pulsory basis. 

SECTION  13.  ADDITIONAL  PERIOD  FOR  ELECTING  COVERAGE  UNDER 
DIVIDED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 

Section  13  of  the  bill  amends  section  218(d)(6)(F)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  grant  an  additional  opportunity  to  obtain  coverage  to 
State  and  local  employees  (in  a  State  permitted  to  use  the  divided 
retirement  system  procedure)  who  had  not  previously  chosen  coverage 
under  the  divided  retirement  system  provisions.  The  present  law 
allows  such  employees  a  further  opportunity  to  elect  coverage  only  if 
a  modification  providing  for  such  election  is  mailed  or  otherwise 
delivered  to  the  Secretary  before  1963,  or  if  later,  2  years  after  the 
date  on  which  coverage  was  approved  for  the  group  that  originally 
elected  coverage.  Any  coverage  elected  after  the  original  division 
must  begin  on  the  same  date  as  was  provided  when  the  group  was 
originally  covered.  Section  13  extends  the  time  in  which  such  persons 
could  elect  to  be  covered  until  the  end  of  1965  (or,  if  later,  the  expira- 
tion of  2  years  after  the  date  on  which  coverage  was  approved  for  the 
group  that  originally  elected  coverage). 
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SECTION  14.   COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  ADDITIONAL  HOSPITAL  EMPLOYEES 

IN  CALIFORNIA 

Section  14  of  the  bill  amends  section  102(k)  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1960  by  adding  a  new  paragraph  (2)  permitting  the 
coverage  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  to  be  modified  to 
apply  to  certain  additional  services  performed  for  any  hospital  affected 
by  any  modification  (in  the  California  State  coverage  agreement) 
executed  pursuant  to  section  102  (k).  The  services  which  could  thus 
be  covered  are  those  performed  by  individuals  who  were  or  are  em- 
ployed by  such  State  (or  any  political  subdivision  thereof)  after  De- 
cember 31,  1959,  in  any  position  described  in  section  102  (k).  The 
State  would  have  until  the  end  of  the  sixth  month  after  the  month 
of  enactment  in  which  to  so  modify  its  agreement.  Such  modifica- 
tion would  be  effective  with  respect  to  services  performed  on  or  after 
January  1,  1962;  it  would  also  be  effective  with  respect  to  services 
performed  before  January  1,  1962,  where  contributions  in  the  proper 
amount  have  been  paid  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  bill. 

SECTION  15.  INCREASE  OF  EARNINGS  COUNTED  FOR  BENEFIT 

AND  TAX  PURPOSES 

Section  15  of  the  bill  raises  the  annual  earnings  base  from  $4,800 
to  $5,400  beginning  with  1965. 

Changes  in  Title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

Definition  oj  wages 

Section  15(a)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  209(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (relating  to  definition  of  wages)  to  make  the  new  $5,400 
earnings  base  applicable  to  wages  after  1964. 

Definition  of  self-employment  income 

Section  15(a)(2)  amends  section  211(b)(1)  of  the  act  (relating  to 
definition  of  self -employment  income)  to  make  the  new  $5,400  earnings 
base  applicable  for  taxable  years  ending  after  1964. 

Quarter  of  coverage 

Section  15(a)(3)  amends  clauses  (ii)  and  (iii)  of  section  213(a)(2) 
of  the  act  (relating  to  definition  of  quarter  of  coverage)  to  provide  that, 
for  calendar  years  after  1964,  an  individual  will  be  credited  with  a 
quarter  of  coverage  for  each  quarter  of  the  year  if  his  wages  for  that 
year  equal  $5,400  (rather  than  $4,800  as  in  present  law).  An  indi- 
vidual will  also  be  credited  with  a  quarter  of  coverage  for  each  quarter 
of  a  taxable  year  ending  after  1964  in  which  the  sum  of  his  wages  and 
self-employment  income  equals  $5,400  (rather  than  $4,800). 

Average  monthly  wage 

Section  15(a)(4)  amends  section  215(e)(1)  of  the  act  (relating  to  the 
amount  of  annual  earnings  that  can  be  counted  in  computing  an  in- 
dividual's average  monthly  wage)  so  as  to  increase  from  $4,800  to 
$5,400,  effective  for  1965  and  thereafter,  the  maximum  amount  of 
annual  earnings  that  may  be  counted  in  the  computation  of  an 
individual's  average  monthly  wage  for  purposes  of  determining 
benefit  amounts. 
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Changes  in  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 


Definition  oj  self-employment  income 

Section  15(b)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  1402(b)(1)(C)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of  self -employ- 
ment income  for  purposes  of  the  Self-Employment  Contributions  Act 
of  1954)  by  increasing  the  maximum  annual  limitation  on  self -employ- 
ment income  subject  to  the  self -employment  tax  from  $4,800  to  $5,400 
for  taxable  years  ending  after  1964. 

Definition  of  wages 

Section  15(b)(2)  amends  section  3121(a)(1)  of  the  code  (relating 
to  definition  of  wages  for  purposes  of  the  Federal  Insurance  Contribu- 
tion Act)  by  increasing  the  maximum  annual  limitation  on  wages 
subject  to  social  security  tax  from  $4,800  to  $5,400. 

Federal  service 

Section  15(b)(3)  amends  section  3122  of  the  code  (relating  to 
Federal  service)  so  as  to  conform  its  provisions  to  the  changes  made 
in  increasing  the  earnings  base  from  $4,800  to  $5,400. 

Returns  in  the  case  of  governmental  employees  in  Guam  and  American 


Section  15(b)  (4)  amends  section  3125  of  the  code  (relating  to  govern- 
mental employees  in  Guam  and  American  Samoa)  so  as  to  conform 
its  provisions  to  the  $5,400  earnings  base. 

Special  refunds  oi  employee  tax 

Sections  15(b)(5)  and  15(b)(6)  amend  section  6413(c)  of  the  code 
(relating  to  special  refunds  of  employee  tax  paid  by  an  employee  on 
aggregate  wages  in  excess  of  $4,800  received  by  him  from  more  than 
one  employer  during  a  calendar  year)  so  as  to  conform  the  special 
refund  provisions  to  the  $5,400  earnings  base  provided  by  the  bill. 


Section  15(c)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
sections  15  (a)(1)  and  (a)(3)(A)  and  by  section  15(b)  (except  par. 
(1)  )  are  applicable  only  with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after 
December  1964;  the  amendments  made  by  sections  15  (a)(2), 
(a)(3)(B),  and  (b)(1)  are  applicable  only  with  respect  to  taxable 
years  ending  after  1964;  and  the  amendment  made  by  section  15(a)(4) 
is  applicable  only  with  respect  to  calendar  years  after  1964. 


Self-employment  tax 

Section  16(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  1401  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  to  change  the  rate  of  tax  on  self -employment  income. 
Under  present  law  the  rates  of  self-employment  tax  are  as  follows: 


Samoa 


Effective  Date 


SECTION  16.  CHANGES  IN  TAX  SCHEDULES 


Taxable  years  beginning  after — 


Tax  rate 
(percent) 


1962  (and  before  1966) 
1965  (and  before  1968) 
1967  


5.  4 

6.  2 
6.  9 
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The  tax  rates  provided  by  the  bill  are  as  follows: 

Tax  rate 

Taxable  years  beginning  after —  (percent) 

1964  (and  before  1966)  5.  7 

1965  (and  before  1968)      6.  0 

1967  (and  before  1971)  6.  8 

1970   7.  2 

Taxes  on  employees  and  employers 

Sections  16(b)  and  16(c)  of  the  bill  amend  section  3101  and  section 
3111,  respectively,  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  change 
the  rates  of  employee  tax  add  employer  tax  applicable  to  wages. 
Under  present  law  the  tax  rates  are  as  follows: 

Tax  rate, 
employer  and 

_  ,      ,  employee,  each 

Calendar  years —  (percent) 

1963-65,  inclusive   S% 

1966-67,  inclusive   4^ 

1968  and  after   4% 

The  tax  rates  provided  by  the  bill  are  as  follows : 

Tax  rate, 
employer  and 
employee,  each 

Calendar  years —  (percent) 

1965   3.  8 

1966-67,  inclusive   4.  0 

1968-70,  inclusive     4.  5 

1971  and  after    4.  8 

Amendments  to  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act 

Section  16(d)  of  the  bill  amends  the  appropriate  provisions  of  the 
Railrodd  Retirement  Tax  Act  (ch.  22  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954)  so  that  the  changes  in  tax  rates  provided  for  in  subsections 
(b)  and  (c)  of  section  16  will  not  affect  the  tax  rates  provided  for  in 
such  provisions  under  existing  law. 

Effective  dates 

Section  16(e)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendment  made  by 
section  16(a)  will  apply  with  respect  to  taxable  years  which  begin 
after  December  31,  1964,  and  that  the  amendments  made  by  sections 
16(b)  and  16(c)  will  apply  with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after 
December  31,  1964. 


VI.  SEPARATE  VIEWS  OF  THE  HONORABLE  JAMES  B.  UTT 
AND  THE  HONORABLE  BRUCE  ALGER 

The  bill,  H.R.  11865,  amending  the  Social  Security  Act,  should 
not  be  enacted.  The  bill  enlarges  the  social  security  tax  burden 
imposed  on  present  and  future  wage  earners  to  pay  increased  bene- 
fits to  the  presently  retired  who  have  for  the  most  part  already 
received  in  benefits  many  times  their  contributions  to  the  OASDI 
trust  funds.  The  bill  aggravates  the  existing  inequities  in  the  system 
resulting  from  the  program's  arbitrary  and  unrealistic  benefit  eligi- 
bility qualifications.  The  bill,  by  creating  a  more  costly  program 
without  correcting  the  system's  shortcomings,  increases  the  validity 
of  the  basic  objection  that  the  program  is  compulsory  and  not  vol- 
untary. 

Our  concern  over  the  existing  program  and  our  reasons  for  opposing 
the  bill  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  are  discussed 
in  the  paragraphs  that  ensue. 

If  the  social  security  program  met  minimum  essential  requirements 
of  soundness  in  financing  and  equity  in  benefit  disbursements,  it 
would  not  be  necessary  that  the  program  be  compulsory.  If  these 
requirements  were  met,  the  prospect  that  the  program  would  con- 
tinue in  perpetuity  would  be  enhanced;  the  program  could  then 
merit  the  confidence  of  the  American  people  and  the  approval  of 
the  Congress. 

The  present  program  falls  considerably  short  of  meeting  these  mini- 
mum essential  requirements  of  soundness  and  equity  in  the  following 
major  respects : 

(a)  The  requirement  of  actuarial  and  financial  soundness: 

(1)  The  succession  of  election-year  liberalizations  in  the  pro- 
gram over  the  past  three  decades  has  made  only  token  increases 
in  the  system's  current  tax  receipts  that  are  grossly  dispropor- 
tionate to  the  larger  increases  in  benefit  obligations  of  the  sys- 
tem— on  a  "something  for  nothing"  concept. 

(2)  The  unfunded  obligations  of  the  OASDI  system  (assuming 
no  new  entrants  in  the  future)  as  of  January  1,  1962,  were  esti- 
mated as  being  $330  billion.  The  benefit  liberalizations  in  the 
1960  and  1961  acts  are  largely  responsible  for  increasing  this 
unfunded  deficit  by  more  than  $30  billion  in  the  intervening 
years.  The  benefit  increases  provided  in  this  bill  will  further 
increase  the  alarming  funding  "gap."  Just  with  respect  to 
beneficiaries  already  on  the  benefit  rolls,  it  was  estimated  that 
as  of  January  1,  1964,  $127  billion  would  be  required  to  meet 
their  future  benefit  entitlements  and  the  present  bill  will  in- 
crease this  amount  by  several  billion  dollars. 

(3)  The  benefits  under  social  security  have  been  termed  non- 
contractual "gratuities"  by  the  Supreme  Court;  because  the 
system  is  unfunded  the  continuation  of  these  gratuitous  benefits 
is  premised  on  the  assumption  that  future  wage  earners  will  want 
to  pay  the  cost  of  benefit  entitlements  accrued  by  workers  today 
as  well  as  paying  for  their  own. 
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(4)  The  assumption  of  actuarial  balance  is  founded  on  many- 
uncertain  factors,  including  continued  high  employment  and 
income  and  a  constantly  increasing  population.  Furthermore, 
many  unanticipated  factors  have  influenced  the  actuarial  status 
of  the  system.  The  actuarial  status  of  the  fund  has  not  been 
and  cannot  be  reliably  forecast  because  of  the  long-range  un- 
predictability of  increasing  longevity,  possible  future  benefits 
and  coverage  changes,  inflationary  trends,  and  general  political 
pressures  for  liberalization  without  simultaneously  increasing 
financing. 

(b)  The  requirement  of  individual  equity: 

(1)  The  existing  wide  disparities  in  benefit  levels  paid  to  our 
retired  citizens  cannot  be  justified  by  the  fiction  that  there  is  any 
relationship  between  tax  amount  paid  and  benefit  amount 
received. 

(2)  The  so-called  retirement  test  is  an  arbitrary  device  that 
disregards  the  taxes  paid  into  the  system  by  an  individual  and 
denies  benefits  to  persons  who  are  likely  to  need  them  most. 

(3)  Employer  tax  contributions  made  with  respect  to  an  em- 
ployee are  not  credited  to  the  worker's  wage  account,  but  are  used 
for  support  of  the  program  as  a  whole  even  though  such  taxes 
constitute  a  cost  of  employing  that  worker  and  are  justified  by  his 
productivity. 

(4)  The  fact  that  the  program  is  compulsory  has  encouraged 
the  administering  Federal  central  bureaucracy  to  use  its  authori- 
tarian power  for  social  planning  at  the  expense  of  individual 
equity. 

The  inequity  in  dollar  terms  to  future  entrants  in  covered  occupa- 
tions has  been  alluded  to  in  these  views  by  reference  to  the  fact  that 
the  unfunded  obligations  of  the  OASDI  system  totaled  $330  billion  as 
of  January  1,  1962,  and  that  an  estimated  $127  billion  would  be  neces- 
sary under  present  law  to  pay  off  the  benefit  entitlement  of  persons 
presently  on  the  benefit  rolls.  The  certainty  is  that  these  deficit 
amounts  will  increase  under  this  bill  and  the  likelihood  is  that  these 
amounts  will  very  substantially  increase  in  future  years.  These  defi- 
cits will  make  it  necessary  for  new  entrants  to  pay  more  in  social 
security  taxes  and  receive  relatively  less  in  benefits  to  pay  off  the 
funding  "gap"  created  by  persons  currently  receiving  benefits  in  excess 
of  their  tax  contributions. 

The  extent  to  which  present  beneficiaries  are  receiving  benefits  in 
excess  of  their  tax  contributions  is  indicated  by  two  hypothetical,  but 
factual,  examples.  The  first  example  assumes  that  a  man  attained  age 
65  on  January  1,  1964,  who  has  a  wife  of  the  same  age  and  who,  along 
with  his  employer,  paid  the  maximum  amount  into  the  OASDI 
system  since  its  inception  in  1937.  The  total  tax  contribution  paid 
with  respect  to  such  individual  would  be  $3,516.  The  benefit  ex- 
pectancy of  this  couple  would  exceed  $32,000  under  the  benefit  rates 
now  in  effect  and  this  amount  would  be  made  even  larger  if  the  present 
bill  is  enacted.  The  second  example  pertains  to  a  couple  that  is 
identical  with  the  one  referred  to  in  the  first  example,  except  that  the 
husband  qualified  for  the  minimum  benefit  by  contributing  the  mini- 
mum amount  of  contributions  necessary  to  qualify.  In  this  case,  the 
total  tax  paid  by  the  employer  and  employee  could  be  as  little  as  $13 
and  the  benefit  expectancy  of  the  couple  would  be  $11,000.  These 
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disparities  in  benefit  amounts  compared  with  tax  contributions  can 
only  mean  that  future  wage  earners  are  going  to  be  compelled  to  de- 
fray this  unmet  cost. 

Unfortunately,  it  is  not  only  the  unfunded  obligation  of  the  system 
that  will  have  to  be  paid  in  the  future.  The  fact  is  that  the  present 
trust  fund  balances  are  largely  invested  in  Government  securities 
so  that  in  addition  to  being  taxed  to  pay  for  the  unfunded  amounts, 
future  taxpayers  will  also  be  taxed  again  to  pay  off  the  maturing 
obligations  now  held  by  the  trust  funds. 

This  financing  problem  inescapably  gives  rise  to  the  question  as  to 
what  the  payroll  tax  would  have  to  be  in  order  to  finance  the  system 
currently  as  obligations  are  accrued.  This  question  strongly  suggests 
the  answer  that  the  payroll  tax  would  have  to  be  so  high  as  to  socialize 
virtually  the  entire  productive  endeavors  of  our  citizens.  This 
financing  problem  also  inescapably  gives  rise  to  the  question  of  whether 
or  not  the  present  working  population  would  be  willing  to  sustain  this 
program  if  they  were  confronted  with  the  requirement  that  the  pro- 
gram be  currently  financed  and  completely  funded.  The  prospect  for  a 
program  under  those  conditions  being  continued  in  perpetuity  would 
be  very  suspect. 

The  advocates  of  the  program's  present  financing  arrangement  have 
a  responsibility  to  account  for  the  problem  presented  by  the  effect  of 
the  existing  inadequate  and  sterile  funding  of  the  system  on  the  one 
hand,  and  on  the  other  hand  to  explain  away,  if  they  can,  the  impact 
of  increased  Government  ownership  of  our  private  resources  that 
would  result  from  accrual  of  the  enormous  reserves  that  would  be 
required  to  fund  the  system.  If  they  fail  to  provide  a  logical  rationali- 
zation of  this  dilemma,  the  advocates  will  have  willfully  joined  forces 
with  the  budgetary  deficit  spenders  who  are  dedicated  to  the  proposi- 
tion that  succeeding  generations  should  pay  the  unmet  cost  of  our 
compulsion  to  spend  beyond  our  willingness  to  pay.  To  us,  a  $300 
billion-plus  deficit  in  the  social  security  account  is  as  morally  wrong 
as  a  $300  billion-plus  public  debt.  When  our  children  are  called  on 
to  pick  up  either  tab — the  one  caused  by  unfunding  social  security  or 
the  one  caused  by  the  public  debt — the  burden  of  taxation  is  going  to 
be  just  as  onerous  to  them  for  one  cause  as  for  the  other. 

As  the  unfunded  obligations  of  the  system  increase  in  the  years 
ahead,  the  danger  that  the  program  will  be  the  basis  for  socializing  all 
economic  activity  and  resources  becomes  extremely  grave.  The 
increasing  actuarial  imbalance  strongly  suggests  that  deliberate 
policies  to  foster  inflation  will  be  an  inevitable  recourse  by  the  Govern- 
ment to  make  it  possible  for  social  security  taxes  to  defray  the  growing 
total  benefit  cost.  Such  inflationary  policies  will  have  the  effect  of 
increasing  pressures  for  future  benefit  liberalization  and  an  unmanage- 
able cycle  of  benefit  and  tax  increases  could  well  ensue. 

If  future  generations  are  unwilling  to  honor  the  unfunded  social 
security  obligations  incurred  today,  the  program  will  collapse.  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  program  is  continued  in  perpetuity,  then  we  have 
obligated  the  future  income  of  future  generations  in  willful  disregard 
of  the  fact  that  those  generations  will  have  obligations  of  their  own 
to  meet  out  of  their  own  productivity  and  out  of  their  own  taxes. 

The  inequity  for  entrants  now  and  in  the  future  entering  taxable 
occupations  is  attested  to  by  an  excerpt  taken'from  an  article  written 
by  Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief  Actuary,  Social  Security  Administration, 
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Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  The  complete 
article  is  entitled  "The  Actuarial  Financing  Basis  of  the  OASDI 
System."    The  excerpt  is  as  follows : 

The  benefits  that  a  new  entrant  gets  are  not  equal  in  value, 
over  the  long  run,  to  the  contributions  that  he  and  his 
employer  pay.  Present  older  employees  and  people  now  on 
the  beneficiary  rolls  have  paid  far  less  in  contributions — even 
including  employer  contributions  paid  on  their  behalf — than 
the  value  of  the  benefits  that  they  will  get.  For  those  now 
on  the  rolls,  it  is  likely  that  they  would  have  paid,  at  most, 
for  about  10  percent  of  the  benefits  actually  payable  to  them. 
*  *  *  The  fact  is  that  people  retiring  today  have  by  no 
means  "purchased"  their  benefits.  Accordingly,  if  the 
system  is  to  pay  far  more  to  the  present  retirants  and  those 
coming  up  to  retirement  age  in  the  next  few  decades  than 
thsir  contributions  could  buy,  and  if  it  is  to  be  self-supporting 
from  worker  an  employer  contributions,  then  some  people 
necessarily  will  be  getting  less  than  the  value  of  the  combined 
employer-employee  contributions. 

Another  aspect  of  individual  inequity  that  arises  from  the  bill 
reported  by  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  concerns  the  impact 
on  taxpayers  from  the  interrelationship  between  the  social  security 
tax  increase  scheduled  under  this  bill  to  occur  on  January  1,  1965, 
and  the  second  stage  of  the  individual  income  tax  reduction  scheduled 
to  occur  on  January  1,  1965,  under  the  Kevenue  Act  of  1964. 

This  impact  can  be  demonstrated  by  an  example  which  assumes  a 
case  of  a  calendar  year  taxpayer  who  is  married  with  two  children, 
who  has  an  annual  income  of  $5,400  in  1964  and  1965,  and  who  uses 
the  standard  deduction.  Under  the  Ee venue  Act  of  1964,  the  second 
stage  of  his  income  tax  reduction  for  calendar  year  1965  is  scheduled 
to  be  $41.  However,  this  income  tax  reduction  will  be  more  than 
totally  offset  by  a  social  security  tax  increase  under  these  amendments 
to  the  Social  Security  Act  so  that  for  the  year  1965  he  will  be  paying 
$48.60  more  in  social  security  taxes.  Therefore,  the  net  tax  impact 
on  this  individual  of  the  income  tax  reduction  and  the  social  security 
tax  increase  will  mean  a  tax  increase  of  $7.60  for  the  year  1965.  One 
of  the  arguments  offered  in  support  of  the  income  tax  reduction  was 
to  the  effect  that  onerous  tax  rates  were  stifling  individual  initiative 
and  curbing  consumer  purchasing  power. 

The  individual  in  our  example  in  1965  will  find  the  benefits  from 
his  income  tax  reduction  completely  eliminated  by  bis  increased 
social  security  tax  so  that  his  total  tax  burden  will  be  more  stifling 
and  his  financial  ability  to  increase  consumption  or  saving  will  be 
nonexistent.  His  individual  equity  in  tax  reduction  is  being  sacrified 
to  finance  larger  OASDI  benefits  for  others.  In  this  connection,  it 
is  also  significant  to  note  that  employers,  who  by  law  are  forced  to 
be  the  Government's  tax  collector,  will  find  their  employment  costs 
increased  by  these  higher  social  security  costs.  Also,  it  is  estimated 
that  the  full-year  revenue  effect  to  the  Treasury  Department  resulting 
from  increased  deductions  for  higher  social  security  taxes  will  be  a 
loss  to  the  Treasury  of  $280  million. 

Private  insurance  is  voluntary  and  so-called  social  security  under 
Government  control  is  compulsory.    In  the  case  of  private  insurance, 
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equity  to  the  individual  is  essential;  in  the  case  of  the  governmental 
system,  equity  to  the  individual  is  completely  ignored  and  the  powers 
of  confiscation  and  prosecution  are  used  to  compel  participation.  In 
the  governmental  system,  there  is  only  a  token  funding  of  currently 
accrued  benefit  obligations,  there  is  no  policy  surrender  value  avail- 
able to  an  individual,  and  there  is  only  one  way  the  new  or  future  par- 
ticipant in  the  system  can  "win" — that  is  by  living  much  longer  than 
the  Government  expects  him  to. 

The  misnomer  "social  insurance"  to  describe  social  security  obscures 
the  fact  that  the  program  is  not  insurance.  It  is  a  system  of  com- 
pulsory taxes  imposed  on  certain  individuals  to  pay  noncontractual 
gratuities  to  other  individuals.  There  is  no  rational  relationship 
between  the  tax  burden  forced  on  the  individual  and  his  benefit 
expectancy.  The  Government's  insatiable  power  to  tax  is  used  to 
sustain  a  benefit  program  whose  qualifying  requirements  repudiate 
individual  property  rights.  The  tax  is  imposed  on  gross  income 
without  regard  to  any  ability  to  pay  and  the  gratuitous  benefits  are 
paid  without  regard  to  need  in  some  cases  and  denied  in  the  face  of 
need  in  other  cases.  Social  security  is  not  social  insurance — it  is  not 
insurance  at  all. 

The  failure  to  provide  sound  financing  for  the  social  security  sys- 
tem and  the  absence  of  individual  equity  combine  to  prevent  the  pro- 
gram from  being  an  acceptable  solution  to  retirement  and  survivor- 
ship security  in  perpetuity.  The  biennial  election-year  exercise 
of  liberalizing  the  social  security  program  for  the  gratification  of  pres- 
ent benefit  recipients  only  compounds  the  longrun  financial  un- 
soundness and  absence  of  equity  in  the  program.  This  policy  of 
making  election  year  "improvements"  cannot  continue  in  perpetuity 
and  when  the  whistle  is  blown  on  future  liberalizations,  the  day  will 
soon  follow  when  the  willingness  of  the  electorate  to  continue  an  un- 
sound and  inequitable  program  in  perpetuity  is  cast  in  doubt.  At 
that  time,  the  admonition  we  have  set  forth  in  these  separate  views 
will  be  heeded — too  late. 

We  are  not  unmindful  of  the  needs  of  our  present  citizens ;  it  is  just 
that  we  are  also  mindful  of  the  needs  of  our  future  citizens.  We 
believe  we  should  pay  our  own  way  for  everything  we  do  whether  it  be 
national  security  or  social  security.  We  believe  that  a  compulsory 
governmental  program  should  not  include  compulsory  bankruptcy 
for  our  children.  We  also  believe  that  a  compulsory  governmental 
program  should  result  in  equitable  treatment  of  each  and  all  of  our 
citizens — the  social  security  program  does  not  meet  these  crucial 
tests. 

James  B.  Utt. 
Bruce  Alger. 
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A  BILL 

To  increase  benefits  under  the  Federal  Old-Age,  Survivors,  and 
Disability  Insurance  System,  to  provide  child's  insurance 
benefits  beyond  age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's 
benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits 
for  certain  individuals  not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to 
improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the  Trust  Funds,  to  extend 
coverage,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Social  Security  Amend- 

4  ments  of  1964". 
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5-PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DIS- 
ABILITY INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  215(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  table  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT 


AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY  BENEFITS 


"I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

(Primary 

insurance 

(Primary  insurance  benefit  under 

amount 

(Primary 

(Maximum 

1939  Act,  as  modified) 

under  1958 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

Insurance 

family 

Act,  as 

amount) 

benefits) 

modified) 

If  an  individual's  primary  insurance 

Or  his  average  monthly 

And  the 

benefit  (as  determined  under 

wage  (as  determined  under 

maximum 

subsec.  (d))  is — 

subsec.  (b))  is — 

The  amount 

amount  of 

Or  his  pri- 

referred 

benefits  pay- 

mary insur- 

to in  the 

able  (as  pro- 

ance amount 

preceding 

vided  in  see. 

(as  deter- 

paragraphs 

203  (a)) 

mined  under 

of  this 

on  the  basis 

At  least— 

But  not  more 

subsec. 

At  least — 

But  not 

subsection 

of  his  wages 

than — 

ic))  is — 

more  than — 

shall  be — 

and  self- 

employment 

income  shall 

be— 

$13.  48 

$40 

$67 
69 

$42.00 

$63.00 

$13.  49 

14.  00 

41 

$68 

43. 10 

64.70 

14. 01 

14.48 

42 

70 

70 

44. 10 

66.20 

14.49 

15.  00 

43 

71 

72 

46.  20 

67.80 

15.  01 

15.  60 

44 

73 

74 

46.20 

69.30 

15.  61 

16.  20 

45 

75 

76 

47.30 

71.  00 

16.  21 

16.84 

46 

77 

78 

48. 30 

72.60 

16. 85 

17.60 

47 

79 

80 

49.40 

74.10 

17.  61 

18. 40 

48 

81 

81 

50.40 

75. 60 

18.41 

19.24 

49 

82 

83 

51.50 

77.30 

19.  25 

20.00 

50 

84 

85 

52.50 

78. 80 

20.01 

20.64 

51 

86 

87 

53.60 

80.40 

20.  65 

21.  28 

62 

88 

89 

54.60 

81. 90 

21.29 

21.88 

63 

90 

90 

65.  70 

83. 60 

21.89 

22.28 

54 

91 

92 

66.  70 

85.10 

22.  29 

22.68 

65 

93 

94 

57.80 

86.70 

22.  69 

23.08 

56 

95 

96 

68.80 

88.20 

23.09 

23.  44 

57 

97 

97 

69.90 

89.90 

23. 45 

23.  76 

58 

98 

99 

60.90 

91.40 

23.  77 

24.20 

59 

100 

101 

62.00 

93.00 

24. 21 

24.  60 

60 

102 

102 

63.00 

94.50 

24.  61 

25.  00 

61 

103 

104 

64.10 

96.20 

25.  01 

25. 48 

62 

105 

106 

65. 10 

97.70 

25. 49 

25. 92 

63 

107 

107 

66.20 

99.30 

25.93 

26.  40 

64 

108 

109 

67.20 

100.80 

26.41 

26.  94 

65 

110 

113 

68. 30 

102. 60 

26. 95 

27. 46 

66 

114 

118 

69.30 

104.00 

27.47 

28.00 

67 

119 

122 

70.40 

105.60 

28.01 

28.68 

68 

123 

127 

71. 40 

107. 10 

28.69 

29.25 

69 

128 

132 

72.60 

108. 80 

29.26 

29.68 

70 

133 

136 

73.50 

110.30 

29.69 

30.36 

71 

137 

141 

74.60 

112.80 

30.37 

30.92 

72 

142 

146 

75. 60 

116.80 

30.93 

31.36 

73 

147 

150 

76.70 

120.00 

31.37 

32.00 

74 

161 

155 

77.70 

124.00 

32. 01 

32.60 

75 

156 

160 

78.80 

128.00 

32.61 

33.20 

76 

161 

164 

79.80 

131.20 

3 


"I 

(Primary  Insurance  benefit  under 
1939  Act,  as  modified) 

ii 

(Primary 
insurance 

amount 
under  1958 

Act,  as 
modified) 

III 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 
family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary  insurance 
benefit  (as  determined  under 
subsec.  (d))  is— 

Or  his  pri- 
mary insur- 
ance amount 

(as  deter- 
mined under 
subsec. 
(c))  js_l 

Or  his  average  monthly 
wage  (as  determined  under 
subsec.  (b))  is — 

The  amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 
benefits  pay- 
able (as  pro- 
vided in  sec 

203  (a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 

and  self- 
em  ployment 
income  shall 
be— 

At  it  Mil  — 

_L>  111.  ULU  L  LLlUrc 

than 

jV I'  It  .IM.  

dui  nut 

TTinro  tllQTl  

JL11U1  o  VLlall — 

$33.  21 

433  RR 

$77 

$165 

$169 

$80. 90 

$136. 20 

33  89 

34.  50 

78 

170 

174 

81.90 

139.  20 

34.  51 

35  00 

79 

175 

178 

83.00 

142.  40 

35  01 

35  80 

80 

179 

183 

84.  00 

146.40 

3^  R1 

36. 40 

81 

184 

188 

85. 10 

150. 40 

OU.  11. 

37. 08 

82 

189 

193 

86. 10 

154. 40 

37  09 

37  60 

83 

194 

197 

87.  20 

157.60 

^7  fil 
Oi .  0  1 

38  20 

84 

198 

202 

88.  20 

161. 60 

^R  91 

39  12 

85 

203 

207 

89. 30 

165. 60 

o.l.  lO 

39  68 

86 

208 

211 

90.30 

168.80 

fiQ 

4fi  33 
1\J.  OO 

87 

212 

216 

91.  40 

172.80 

4n  34 

VJ.  01 

41  12 

88 

217 

221 

92.  40 

176. 80 

41    1 Q 
11.  lO 

41  7fi 
11.  /Q 

89 

222 

225 

93.  50 

180. 00 

41  77 

42  44 

90 

226 

230 

94.  50 

184. 00 

49  4*. 

l£i.  ID 

43  20 

91 

231 

235 

95.  60 

188. 00 

43  91 
lO.  LI 

43  76 

92 

236 

239 

96.  60 

191.  20 

43  77 

44  44 

93 

240 

244 

97.  70 

195. 20 

44  4^ 
11.  10 

44  RR 

11.  oo 

94 

245 

249 

98.  70 

199.  20 

44  RG 
11.  ou 

45  60 

95 

250 

253 

99.  80 

202.40 

96 

254 

258 

100. 80 

206.  40 

97 

259 

263 

101.  90 

210.  40 

98 

264 

267 

102.  90 

213. 60 

99 

268 

272 

104. 00 

217. 60 

100 

273 

277 

105.  00 

221.60 

101 

278 

281 

106. 10 

224.80 

102 

282 

286 

107. 10 

228.  80 

103 

287 

291 

108.  20 

232.80 

104 

292 

295 

109.  20 

236. 00 

105 

296 

300 

110. 30 

240.00 

106 

301 

305 

111.  30 

244.00 

107 

306 

309 

112.  40 

247.20 

10S 

310 

314 

113. 40 

251.20 

109 

315 

319 

114.  50 

254.00 

110 

320 

323 

115.50 

254.00 

111 

324 

328 

116.60 

254.00 

112 

329 

333 

117.60 

254.00 

113 

334 

337 

118. 70 

254.80 

114 

338 

342 

119. 70 

256.80 

115 

343 

347 

120.  80 

258.80 

116 

348 

351 

121.80 

260.40 

117 

352 

356 

122.90 

262.40 

118 

357 

361 

123.90 

264.40 

119 

362 

365 

125.00 

266.00 

120 

366 

370 

126.00 

268.00 

121 

371 

375 

127. 10 

270.00 

122 

376 

379 

128. 10 

271.60 

123 

380 

384 

129.20 

273.60 

124 

385 

389 

130.20 

275.60 

125 

390 

393 

131.30 

277.20 

126 

394 

398 

132. 30 

279.20 

127 

399 

403 

133. 40 

281. 20 

404 

407 

134.40 

282.80 

408 

412 

135. 40 

284.80 

413 

417 

136. 40 

286.80 

418 

421 

137.40 

288.40 

422 

426 

138.40 

290.40 

427 

431 

139. 40 

292. 40 

432 

436 

i     140. 40 

294.40 

437 

440 

141.40 

296.00 

441 

445 

142. 40 

298.00 

446 

450 

143.40 

300.00" 

1  (b)  Section  215  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

2  follows : 

3  "Primary  Insurance  Amount  Under  1958  Act,  as  Modified 

4  "(c)  (1)  For  the  purposes  of  column  II  of  the  table 

5  appearing  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  an  individual's 

6  primary  insurance  amount  shall  be  computed  as  provided  in, 

7  and  subject  to  the  limitations  specified  in,  (A)  this  section 

8  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security 

9  Amendments  of  1964,  and  (B)  the  applicable  provisions 

10  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1960. 

11  "(2)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  appli- 

12  cable  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual — 

13  "  (A)  who  became  entitled  to  benefits  under  sec- 

14  tion  202  (a)  or  section  223  prior  to  the  second  month 

15  following  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

16  ments  of  1964  are  enacted  or  who  died  prior  to  such 

17  second  month,  and 

18  "(B)  to  whom  neither  paragraph  (4)  nor  para- 

19  graph  (5)  of  subsection  (b)  is  applicable." 

20  (c)  (1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  203  (a)  of  such  Act 

21  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

22  "  (2)  when  2  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (with- 

23  out  the  application  of  section  202  (j)  (1)  and  section 

24  223  (b)  )  to  monthly  benefits  under  sections  202  and 

25  223  for  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which  the 
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1  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964  are  enacted  on  the 

2  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  such 

3  insured  individual,  such  total  of  benefits  shall  not  be 

4  reduced  to  less  than  the  larger  of — 

5  "  ( A)  the  amount  determined  under  this  subsec- 

6  tion  without  regard  to  this  paragraph,  or 

7  "  (B)  the  sum  of  the  amounts  derived  by  multi- 

8  plying  the  benefit  amount  (determined  under  this 

9  title  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social 

10  Security  Amendments  of  1964)  of  each  such  person 

11  for  the  month  specified  therein  by  105  percent 

12  and  raising  each  such  increased  amount,  if  it  is  not  a 

13  multiple  of  $0.10,  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of 

14  $0.10." 

15  (2)  Paragraph  (3)  of  such  section  203  (a)  is  repealed. 

16  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 


17  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social 

18  Security  Act  for  months  after  the  first  month  following  the 

19  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  and  with  respect  to  lump- 

20  sum  death  payments  under  such  title  in  the  case  of  deaths 

21  occurring  after  such  first  month. 

22  (e)  If  an  individual  was  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance 

23  benefit  under  section  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  the 

24  first  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted 

25  and  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  under  sec- 
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1  tion  202  (a)  of  such  Act,  or  died,  in  the  month  following 

2  such  first  month,  then,  for  purposes  of  section  215(a)  (4) 

3  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act,  the 

4  amount  in  column  IV  of  the  table  appearing  in  such  section 

5  215  (a)  for  such  individual  shall  be  the  amount  in  such 

6  column  on  the  line  on  which  in  column  II  appears  his 

7  primary  insurance  amount   (as  determined  under  section 

8  215  (c)  of  such  Act)  instead  of  the  amount  in  column  IV 

9  equal  to  his  disability  insurance  benefit. 

10  PAYMENT  OF  CHILD'S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  AFTER  AT- 

11  TAINMENT    OF   AGE    EIGHTEEN    IN    CASE    OF  CHILD 

12  ATTENDING  SCHOOL 

13  Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  202  (d)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
1^  rity  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "either"  before  "  (i) 

15  and  by  striking  out  "or  (ii)  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

16  ",  (ii)  was  a  full-time  student  and  had  not  attained  the  age 
1^  of  twenty- two,  or  (iii)  ". 

IS  (b)  (1)  So  much  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  202 

19  (d)  (1)    of  such  Act  as  follows  subparagraph    (C)  is 

20  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

21  "shall  be  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit  for  each 

22  month,  beginning  with  the  first  month  after  August  1950 

23  in  which  such  child  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance 

24  benefits  and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  whichever 

25  of  the  following  first  occurs — 
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1  "  (D)  the  month  in  which  such  child  dies,  marries, 

2  or  is  adopted  (except  for  adoption  by  a  stepparent, 

3  grandparent,  aunt,  or  uncle  subsequent  to  the  death  of 

4  such  fully  or  currently  insured  individual) , 

*>  "(E)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  is  not  under  a 

6  disability  (as  defined  in  section  223  (c)  )  at  the  time 

7  he  attains  the  age  of  18  and  who  during  no  part  of 

8  the  month  in  which  he  attains  such  age  is  a  full-time 

9  student,  the  month  in  which  such  child  attains  the  age 

10  of  18, 

11  "  (F)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  is  a  full-time  student 

12  during  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  18,  the 

13  first  month  (beginning  after  he  attains  such  age)  dur- 

14  ing  no  part  of  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  or  the 

15  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  22,  whichever 

16  occurs  earlier,  but  only  if  in  the  third  month  preceding 

17  such  earlier  month  he  was  not  under  a  disability  (as 

18  so  defined)  which  began  before  he  attained  the  age  of 

19  18, 

20  "  (G)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  first  becomes  en- 

21  titled  to  benefits  under  this  subsection  for  the  month  in 

22  which  he  attains  the  age  of  18  or  a  subsequent  month 

23  and  who  in  the  month  for  which  he  becomes  so  entitled 

24  is  not  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  which  began 

25  before  he  attained  the  age  of  18,  the  first  month 
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^  (after  he  becomes  so  entitled)  during  no  part  of  which  he 

2  is  a  full-time  student  or  the  month  in  which  he  attains 

3  the  age  of  22,  whichever  occurs  earlier, 

4  "(H)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  after  he  attains 

5  the  age  of  18  ceases  to  be  under  a  disability  (as  so 

6  defined)  which  began  before  he  attained  the  age  of  18, 

7  and  who  either  (i)  attains  the  age  of  22  before  the  close 
g  of  the  third  month  following  the  month  in  which  he 
9  ceases  to  be  under  such  disability  or  (ii)  was  a  full-time 

10  student  during  no  part  of  such  third  month,  the  third 

11  month  following  the  month  in  which  he  ceases  to  be 

12  under  such  disability,  or 

13  "  (I)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  after  he  attains 

14  the  age  of  18  ceases  to  be  under  a  disability  (as  so 

15  defined)  which  began  before  he  attained  the  age  of  18, 

16  but  who  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22  before  the  close 

17  of  the  third  month  following  the  month  in  which  he 

18  ceases  to  be  under  such  disability  and  is  a  full-time  stu- 

19  dent  in  such  third  month,  the  earlier  of  (i)  the  first 

20  month  (after  such  third  month)  during  no  part  of  which 

21  he  is  a  full-time  student,  or  (ii)  the  month  in  which  he 

22  attains  the  age  of  22." 

23  (2)   The  second  sentence  of  section  202  (d)  (l)  of 

24  such  Act  is  repealed. 
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1  (3)  Section  202  (d)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

2  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

3  "(7)  A  child  whose  entitlement  to  child's  insurance 

4  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  in- 

5  come  of  an  insured  individual  terminated  with  the  month 

6  preceding  the  month  in  which  such  child  attained  the  age 

7  of  18,  or  with  a  subsequent  month,  may  again  become  en- 

8  titled  to  such  benefits  (provided  no  event  specified  in  para- 

9  graph  (1)  (D)  has  occurred)  beginning  with  the  first 
10  month  thereafter  in  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  and  has 
H  not  attained  the  age  of  22  if  he  has  filed  application  for  such 
12  reentitlement.  Such  reentitlement  shall  end  with  the  month 
1^  preceding  whichever  of  the  following  first  occurs:  The  first 

14  month  during  no  part  of  which  he  is  a  full-time  student,  the 

15  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  22,  or  the  first  month 

16  in  which  an  event  specified  in  paragraph  (1)  (D)  occurs. 

17  "(8)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection — 

18  "'(A)  A  'full-time  student'  is  an  individual  who 

19  is  in  full-time  attendance  as  a  student  at  an  educational 

20  institution,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  (in  accord- 

21  ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  him)  in  the  light 

22  of  the  standards  and  practices  of  the  institutions  in- 

23  volved,  except  that  no  individual  shall  be  considered  a 
H.R.  11865  2 
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1  'full-time  student'  if  he  is  paid  by  his  employer  while 

2  attending  an  educational  institution  at  the  request,  or 

3  pursuant  to  a  requirement,  of  his  employer. 

4  "(B)  Except  to  the  extent  provided  in  such  regula- 

5  tions,  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  full-time 

6  student  during  any  period  of  nonattendance  at  an  educa- 

7  tional  institution  at  which  he  has  been  in  full-time  attend- 

8  ance  if  (i)  such  period  is  4  calendar  months  or  less 

9  and  (ii)  he  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 
10  that  he  intends  to  continue  to  be  in  full-time  attendance 
H  at  an  educational  institution  immediately  following  such 
12  period. 

1^  "(C)  An  'educational  institution'  is  (i)  a  school 

1^  or  college  or  university  operated  or  directly  supported 

15  by  the  United  States,  or  by  any  State  or  local  govern- 

16  ment  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  or  (ii)  a  school  or 

17  college  or  university  which  has  been  approved  by  a 

18  State  or  accredited  by  a  State-recognized  or  nationally- 

19  recognized  accrediting  agency  or  body,  or  (iii)  a  school 

20  or  college  or  university  for  which  there  is  no  such  agency 

21  or  body  or  which  has  been  in  operation  an  insufficient 

22  period  of  time  for  such  approval  or  accreditation,  but 

23  which  is  approved  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with 

24  regulations  prescribed  by  him." 

25  (c)  (1)  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 
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1  ing  immediately  after  subsection   (r)   the  following  new 

2  subsection : 

3  "Child  Aged  18  or  Over  Attending  School 

^  "(s)  (1)  For  the  purposes  of  subsections  (b)  (1),  (g) 

*>  (1),  (q)(4),  and  (q)  (6)  of  this  section  and  paragraphs 

6  (2) ,  (3) ,  and  (4)  of  section  203  (c) ,  a  child  who  is  entitled 

7  to  child's  insurance  benefits  under  subsection  (d)  for  any 

8  month,  and  who  has  attained  the  age  of  18  but  is  not  in  such 

9  month  under  a  disability  (as  denned  in  section  223  (c)  ) 
10  which  began  before  he  attained  such  age,  shall  be  deemed 
H  not  entitled  to  such  benefits  for  such  month,  unless  he  was 
12  under  such  a  disability  in  the  third  month  before  such  month. 
1^  "(2)  Subsection  (f)  (4),  and  so  much  of  subsections 

14  (d)  (6),  (e)  (4),  (g)  (4),  and  (h)  (4)  of  this  section  as 
1^  precedes  the  semicolon,  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  any 

16  child  unless  such  child,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  referred 

17  to  therein,  was  under  a  disability  (as  denned  in  section  223 

15  (c)  )  which  began  before  such  child  attained  the  age  of  18 

19  or  had  been  under  such  a  disability  in  the  third  month  before 

20  the  month  in  which  such  marriage  occurred. 

21  "(3)  Subsections  (c)  (2)  (B)  and  (f)  (2)  (B)  of  this 

22  section,  so  much  of  subsections  (d)  (6),  (e)  (4),  (g)  (4), 

23  and    (h)  (4)    of  this  section  as  follows  the  semicolon, 

24  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  203,  subsection 

25  (f)  (1)  (0)  of  section  203,  and  subsections  (b)  (3)  (B), 
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1  (c)  (6)  (B),  (f)  (3)  (B),  and  (g)  (6)  (B)  of  section  216 

2  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  any  child  with  respect  to  any 

3  month  referred  to  therein  unless  in  such  month  or  the  third 

4  month  prior  thereto  such  child  was  under  a  disability  (as 

5  defined  in  section  223  (c)  )  which  began  before  such  child 

6  attained  the  age  of  18." 

7  (2)  So  much  of  subsection  (b)  (1)  of  such  section  202 

8  as  follows  subparagraph  (C)  is  amended  by  inserting  "  (sub- 

9  ject  to  subsection  (s)  )  "  after  "shall". 

10  (3)  So  much  of  subsection  (c)  (2)  of  such  section  202 

11  as  precedes  subparagraph  (A)   is  amended  by  inserting 

12  "  (subject  to  subsection  (s)  )  "  after  "shall". 

13  (4)  So  much  of  subsection  (d)  (6)  of  such  section  202 

14  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but 

15  subject  to  subsection  (s) "  after  "notwithstanding  the  pro- 

16  visions  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  ". 

17  (5)  So  much  of  subsection  (e)  (4)  of  such  section  202 

18  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but 

19  subject  to  subsection  (s)"  after  "notwithstanding  the  pro- 

20  visions  of  paragraph  (1)". 

21  (6)  So  much  of  subsection  (f)  (2)  of  such  section  202 

22  as  precedes  subparagraph  (A)   is  amended  by  inserting 

23  "  (subject  to  subsection  (s)  )  "  after  "shall". 

24  (7)  So  much  of  subsection  (f)  (4)  of  such  section  202 
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1  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but 

2  subject  to  subsection  (s)"  after  "notwithstanding  the  pro- 

3  visions  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  ". 

4  (8)  So  much  of  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (g)  (1) 

5  of  such  section  202  as  follows  subparagraph  (F)  is  amended 

6  by  inserting  "(subject  to  subsection  (s)  )"  after  "shall". 

7  (9)  So  much  of  subsection  (g)  (4)  of  such  section  202 

8  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but 

9  subject  to  subsection  (s)  "  after  "notwithstanding  the  provi- 
10  sions  of  paragraph  (1)". 

H  (10)  So  much  of  subsection  (h)  (4)  of  such  section  202 

12  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but 

13  subject  to  subsection  (s)  "  after  "notwithstanding  the  provi- 

14  sions  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  ". 

15  (11)  (A)  The  next  to  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c) 

16  of  section  203  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "for 

17  any  month  in  which"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "for  any 

18  month  in  which  paragraph  (1)  of  section  202  (s)  applies 

19  or". 

20  (B)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section 

21  203  is  amended  by  striking  out  "No"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

22  thereof  "Subject  to  paragraph  (3)  of  such  section  202  (s) , 

23  no". 

24  (12)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (f)  (1)  of  such 
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1  section  203  is  amended  by  inserting  "but  subject  to  section 

2  202  (s)"  after  "Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions 

3  of  this  paragraph". 

4  (13)  Subsections  (b),  (c) ,  (f) ,  and  (g)  of  section  216 

5  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period 

6  at  the  end  thereof  "  (subject,  however,  to  section  202  (s)  )  ". 

7  (14)  Section  222  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 

8  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

9  "(4)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply 
10  to  any  child  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202  (d) ,  if  he 
H  has  attained  the  age  of  18  but  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22, 

12  for  any  month  during  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  (as 

13  defined  and  determined  under  section  202(d))/' 

1^  (15)  Section  225  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 

15  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "The  first  sen- 

16  tence  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  child  entitled  to 

17  benefits  under  section  202  (d) ,  if  he  has  attained  the  age  of 

18  18  but  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22,  for  any  month  during 

19  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  (as  defined  and  determined 

20  under  section  202  (d)  ) ." 

21  (d)  (1)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall 

22  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  sec- 

23  tion  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  (A)  the 

24  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  or  (B)  if  later,  August 

25  1964;  but  only,  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2) ,  on  the 
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1  basis  of  an  application  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which 

2  this  Act  is  enacted. 

3  (2)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  was  entitled  (with- 

4  out  the  application  of  subsection  (j)  (1)  of  such  section 

5  202)  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit  under  subsection  (d)  of 

6  such  section  for  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  such 

7  amendments  shall  apply  with  respect  to  benefits  under  such 

8  section  202  for  months  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 

9  enacted. 

10  REDUCED  BENEFITS  FOE  WIDOWS  AT  AGE  60 

11  Sec.  4.  (a)  (1)  Paragraph   (1)  (B)   of  section  202 

12  (e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

13  "age  62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "age  60". 

14  (2)  Paragraph  (2)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik- 

15  ing  out  "Such"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as 

16  provided  in  subsection  (q) ,  such". 

17  (b)  (1)   Paragraph   (1)   of  section  202  (q)   of  such 

18  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

19  "  ( 1 )   If  the  first  month  for  which  an  individual  is 

20  entitled  to  an  old-age,  wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's  insurance 

21  benefit  is  a  month  before  the  month  in  which  such  indi- 

22  vidual  attains  retirement  age,  the  amoimt  of  such  benefit 

23  for  each  month  shall,  subject  to  the  succeeding  paragraphs 

24  of  this  subsection,  be  reduced  by — 

25  "  (A)  5/9  of  1  percent  of  such  amoimt  if  such  bene- 
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1  fit  is  an  old-age  or  widow's  insurance  benefit,  or  25/36 

2  of  1  percent  of  such  amount  if  such  benefit  is  a  wife's  or 

3  husband's  insurance  benefit,  multiplied  by 

4  "(B)  (i)  the  number  of  months  in  the  reduction 

5  period  for  such  benefit  (determined  under  paragraph 

6  (5)  ) ,  if  such  benefit  is  for  a  month  before  the  month 

7  in  which  such  individual  attains  retirement  age,  or 

8  "  (ii)  the  number  of  months  in  the  adjusted  reduc- 

9  tion  period  for  such  benefit   (determined  under  para- 

10  graph  (6)  ) ,  if  such  benefit  is  for  the  month  in  which 

11  such  individual  attains  retirement  age  or  for  any  month 

12  thereafter." 

13  (2)  Paragraph  (2)  (A)  of  such  section  is  amended — 

14  (A)  by  striking  out  "wife's  or  husband's  insurance 

15  benefit"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

16  thereof  "wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's  insurance  bene- 

17  fit";  and 

18  (B)  by  striking  out  "age  62"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

19  thereof  "age  62  (in  the  case  of  a  wife's  or  husband's 

20  insurance  benefit)  or  age  60  (in  the  case  of  a  widow's 

21  insurance  benefit) ". 

22  (3)  Paragraph  (2)  (C)  of  such  section  is  amended  by 


23  striking  out  "wife's  or  husband's"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

24  thereof  "wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's". 
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1  (4)  Paragraph  (2)  (D)  of  such  section  is  amended  by 

2  striking  out  "wife's  or  husband's"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  "wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's". 

4  (5)   Paragraph   (2)   of  such  section  is  amended  by 

5  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

6  "(E)   If  the  first  month  for  which  an  individual  is 

7  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  (whether  such  first 

8  month  occurs  before,  with,  or  after  the  month  in  which  such 

9  individual  attains  the  age  of  65)  is  a  month  for  which  such 
10  individual  is  also  (or  would,  but  for  subsection  (e)  (1) ,  be) 
H  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  to  which  such  indi- 

12  vidual  was  first  entitled  for  a  month  before  she  attained  the 

13  age  of  62,  then  such  old-age  insurance  benefit  shall  be  re- 

14  duced  by  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  larger: 

15  "  (i)  the  amount  by  which  (but  for  this  subpara- 

16  graph)  such  old-age  insurance  benefit  would  have  been 

17  reduced  under  paragraph  ( 1 ) ,  or 

18  "  (ii)  the  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  amount  by 

19  which  such  widow's  insurance  benefit  was  reduced  for 

20  the  month  in  which  such  individual  attained  the  age  of 

21  62  and  the  amount  by  which  such  old-age  insurance 

22  benefit  would  be  reduced  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  if  it  were 

23  equal  to  the  excess  of  such  old-age  insurance  benefit 
H.R.  11865  3 
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1  (before  reduction  under  this  subsection)    over  such 

2  widow's  insurance  benefit  (before  reduction  under  this 

3  subsection) 

4  (6)   Paragraph   (4)   of  such  section  is  amended  by 

5  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

6  "  (D)  No  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  a  month  in  which 

7  she  has  in  her  care  a  child  of  her  deceased  husband  entitled 

8  to  child's  insurance  benefits  shall  be  reduced  under  this  sub- 

9  section  below  the  amount  to  which  she  would  have  been  en- 
10  titled  had  she  been  entitled  for  such  month  to  mother's  in- 
H  surance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  her  deceased  husband's  wages 

12  and  self-employment  income.', 

13  (7)  Paragraph  (5)  of  such  section  is  amended — 

14  (A)  by  striking  out  ''wife's,  or  husband's"  and  in- 

15  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's"; 

16  (B)  by  striking  out  "or  husband's"  in  subparagraph 

17  (A)  (i)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  husband's,  or 

18  widow's";  and 

1^  (0)  by  striking  out  "age  65"  in  subparagraph  (B) 

20  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "retirement  age". 

21  (8)  Paragraph  (6)  of  such  section  is  amended — 

22  (A)  by  striking  out  "wife's,  or  husband's"  and  in- 

23  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's"; 

24  and 

25  (B)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
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1  graph  ( B ) ,  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 

2  paragraph  (C)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof     and",  and 

3  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subpara- 

4  graph : 

5  "  (D)  in  the  case  of  widow's  insurance  benefits,  any 

6  month  in  which  the  reduction  in  the  amount  of  such 

7  benefit  was  determined  under  paragraph  (4)  (D)." 

8  (9)  Section  202  (q)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

9  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

10  "  (8)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  'retire- 

11  ment  age'  means  age  65  with  respect  to  an  old-age,  wife's,  or 

12  husband's  insurance  benefit  and  age  62  with  respect  to  a 

13  widow's  insurance  benefit." 

14  (10)  The  heading  of  section  202  (q)  of  such  Act  is 

15  amended  by  striking  out  "or  Husband's"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

16  thereof  "Husband's,  or  Widow's". 

17  (c)  Section  223  (a)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 

18  read  as  follows: 

19  "  (3)  If,  for  any  month  before  the  month  in  which  an 

20  individual  attains  age  65,  such  individual  is  entitled  to  an 

21  old-age,  husband's,  widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's  insurance 

22  benefit,  or  to  a  wife's  insurance  benefit  which  is  reduced  un- 

23  der  section  202  (q) ,  such  individual  may  not,  for  any  month 

24  after  the  first  month  for  which  such  individual  is  so  entitled. 

25  become  entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits ;  and  a  period 
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1  of  disability  may  not  begin  with  respect  to  such  individual 

2  in  any  month  after  such  first  month." 

3  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

4  with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  section  202 

5  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  the  month  in 

6  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  applica- 

7  tions  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 

8  enacted. 

9  TRANSITIONAL  INSURED  STATUS 

1°  Sec.  5.  (a)  Title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  further 

H  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

12  section : 

13  "TRANSITIONAL  INSURED  STATUS 

"  "Sec.  226.   (a)   In  the  case  of  any  individual  who 

1*  attains  the  age  of  72  but  who  does  not  meet  the  requirements 

16  of  section  214  (a) ,  the  6  quarters  of  coverage  referred  to  in 

1^  so  much  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  214(a)  as  follows 

1^  clause  (C)   shall,  instead,  be  3  quarters  of  coverage  for 

19  purposes  of  determining  entitlement  of  such  individual  to 

^  benefits  under  subsection  (a)  of  section  202,  and  of  his 

^  wife  to  benefits  under  subsection  (b)  of  such  section,  but, 

^  in  the  case  of  such  wife,  only  if  she  attains  the  age  of  72 
before  1968  and  only  with  respect  to  wife's  insurance  benefits 

^  under  such  subsection  (b)  for  and  after  the  month  in  which 

^  she  attains  such  age.   For  each  month  before  the  month  in 
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1  which  any  such  individual  meets  the  requirements  of  section 

2  214(a),  the  amount  of  his  old-age  insurance  benefit  shall, 

3  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  202  (a) ,  be  $35 

4  and  the  amount  of  the  wife's  insurance  benefit  of  his  wife 

5  shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  202  (b)  (and 

6  section  202  (m)  ) ,  be  $17.50. 

7  "  (b)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who  has  died,  who 

8  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  section  214  (a) ,  and  whose 

9  widow  attains  age  72  before  1968,  the  6  quarters  of  cover- 
10  age  referred  to  in  paragraph  (3)  of  section  214(a)  and  in 
H  so  much  of  paragraph  (1)  thereof  as  follows  clause  (C) 

12  shall,  for  purposes  of  determining  her  entitlement  to  widow's 

13  insurance  benefits  under  section  202  (e) ,  instead  be — 

14  "(1)3  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow  attains 

15  the  age  of  72  in  or  before  1965, 

16  "(2)4  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow  attains 

17  the  age  of  72  in  1966,  or 

18  "(3)  5  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow  attains 

19  the  age  of  72  in  1967. 

20  The  amount  of  her  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month 

21  shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  202  (e)  (and 

22  section  202  (m)  ) ,  be  $35. 

23  "  (c)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who  becomes,  or 

24  upon  filing  application  therefor  would  become,  entitled  to 

25  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  by  reason  of  the  application 
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1  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  who  dies,  and  whose  widow 

2  attains  the  age  of  72  before  1968,  such  deceased  individual 

3  shall  be  deemed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  subsection  (b) 

4  of  this  section  for  purposes  of  determining  entitlement  of  such 

5  widow  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  under  section  202  (b) 

6  (b)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)  shall 

7  apply  in  the  case  of  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the 

8  Social  Security  Act  for  and  after  the  second  month  follow- 

9  ing  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

10  COMPUTATION  AND  RECOMPUTATION  OF  BENEFITS 

11  Sec.  6.  (a)  (1)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  215(b) 

12  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
1*  follows : 

14  "(C)  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (B) ,  'computation 

15  base  years'  include  only  calendar  years  in  the  period  after 

16  1950  and  prior  to  the  earlier  of  the  following  years — 

17  "  (i)  the  year  in  which  occurred  (whether  by  rea- 
1^  son  of  section  202  (j)  (1)  or  otherwise)  the  first  month 
1^  for  which  the  individual  was  entitled  to  old-age  insur- 

20  ance  benefits,  or 

21  "(ii)  the  year  succeeding  the  year  in  which  he 

22  died. 

23  Any  calendar  year  all  of  which  is  included  in  a  period  of 

24  disability  shall  not  be  included  as  a  computation  base  year." 

25  (2)  Clauses  (A),  (B),and  (C)  of  the  first  sentence 


23 

1  of  section  215(b)  (3)  of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as 

2  follows : 

3  "(A)  in  the  case  of  a  woman,  the  year  in  which 

4  she  died  or,  if  it  occurred  earlier  but  after  1960,  the 

5  year  in  which  she  attained  age  62, 

6  "  (B)  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  died,  the  year 

7  in  which  he  died  or,  if  it  occurred  earlier  but  after 

8  1960,  the  year  in  which  he  attained  age  65,  or 

9  "(C)  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  not  died,  the 

10  year  occurring  after  1960  in  which  he  attained  (or  would 

11  attain)  age  65." 

12  (3)  Paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  section  215(b)  of 

13  such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

14  "  (4)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable 

15  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual — 

16  "  (A)  who  becomes  entitled  after  December  1964  to 

17  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  or  section  223;  or 

18  "(B)  who  dies  after  December  1964  without  being 

19  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202'  (a)  or  section  223; 

20  or 

21  "(C)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  is  required 

22  to  be  recomputed  under  subsection  (f)  (2) ,  as  amended 

23  by  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964. 

24  "  (5)  In  the  case  of  an  individual — 

25  "  (A)  to  whom  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  are 
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1  not  made  applicable  by  paragraph  (4) ,  but  who,  after 

2  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which  the  Social 

3  Security  Amendments  of  1964  are  enacted  and  prior  to 

4  1965,  met  the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  or  para- 

5  graph  (4) ,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 

6  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964,  or 

7  "(B)  wno  becomes  entitled  after  1964  to  a  recom- 

8  putation  under  section  102(f)  (2)  (B)   of  the  Social 

9  Security  Amendments  of  1954, 

10  the  provisions  of  this  subsection,  as  in  effect  prior  to  such 

11  enactment,  shall  apply  to  such  individual  for  the  purposes 

12  of  column  III  of  the  table  appearing  in  subsection  (a)  of 

13  this  section." 

14  (b)(1)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  215  (d)  (1)  of 

15  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "  (2)  (C)  (i)  and  (3) 

16  (A)  (i)  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "  (2)  (0)  and  (3) ", 
1^  by  striking  out  "December  31,  1936,"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

18  thereof  "1936",  and  by  striking  out  "December  31,  1950" 

19  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1950". 

20  (2)  Section  215(d)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

21  striking  out  "1960"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1964" 

22  and  by  striking  out  "but  without  regard  to  whether  such 

23  individual  has  six  quarters  of  coverage  after  1950". 

24  (c)  Section  215  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 

25  ing  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  paragraph  ( 1 ) , 
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1  by  striking  out      and''  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2)  and 

2  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period,  and  by  striking  out  para- 

3  graph  (3). 

4  (d)  (1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  215(f)  of  such  Act 

5  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

6  "  (2)  With  respect  to  each  year — 

7  "(A)  which  begins  after  December  31,  1963,  and 

8  "  (B)  for  any  part  of  which  an  individual  is  en- 

9  titled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits, 

10  the  Secretary  shall,  at  such  time  or  times  and  within  such 

H  period  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  recompute  the 

12  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  individual.    Such  re- 

13  computation  shall  be  made — 

14  "(C)  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)   (1)  and  (3) 

15  if  such  year  is  either  the  year  in  which  he  became  en- 

16  titled  to  such  old-age  insurance  benefits  or  the  year  pre- 

17  ceding  such  year,  or 

18  "(D)  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  (1)  in  any 

19  other  case; 

20  and  in  all  cases  such  recomputation  shall  be  made  as  though 

21  the  year  with  respect  to  which  such  recomputation  is  made 

22  is  the  last  year  of  the  period  specified  in  paragraph  (2)  (C) 

23  of  subsection  (b).   A  recomputation  under  this  paragraph 

24  with  respect  to  any  year  shall  be  effective — 
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1  "  (E)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  did  not  die 

2  in  such  year,  for  monthly  benefits  beginning  with  bene- 

3  fits  for  January  of  the  following  year;  or 

4  "  (F)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  died  in  such 

5  year  (including  any  individual  whose  increase  in  his 
o  primary  insurance  amount  is  attributable  to  compensa- 

7  tion  which,  upon  his  death,  is  treated  as  remuneration 

8  for  employment  under  section  205  (o)  ) ,  for  monthly 

9  benefits  beginning  with  benefits  for  the  month  in  which 

10  he  died." 

11  (2)  Effective  January  2,  1965,  paragraphs  (3),  (4), 

12  and  (7)  of  such  section  are  repealed,  and  paragraphs  (5) 

13  and  (6)  of  such  section  are  redesignated  as  paragraphs  (3) 

14  and  (4) ,  respectively. 

15  (e)  (1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  223  (a)  (2)  of 

16  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 

17  end  thereof  "and  was  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit 

18  for  each  month  for  which  (pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  )  he 

19  was  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance  benefit". 

20  (2)  The  last  sentence  of  section  223(a)  (2)  of  such 

21  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "first  year"  and  inserting 

22  in  lieu  thereof  "year" ;  by  striking  out  the  phrase  "both  was 

23  fully  insured  and  had"  both  times  it  appears  in  such 

24  sentence. 

25  (f)  (1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (c)  shall 
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1  apply  only  to  individuals  who  become  entitled  to  old-age 

2  insurance  benefits  under  section  202  (a)    of  the  Social 

3  Security  Act  after  1964. 

4  (2)  Any  individual  who  would,  upon  filing  an  applica- 

5  tion  on  January  1,  1965,  be  entitled  to  a  recomputation  of 

6  his  primary  insurance  amount  for  purposes  of  title  II  of  the 

7  Social  Security  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  have  filed  such 

8  application  on  January  1,  1965. 

9  (3)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  died  after  1960 
10  and  prior  to  1965  and  who  was  entitled  to  old-age  insurance 
H  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  at 
1^  the  time  of  his  death,  the  provisions  of  section  215(f)  (4) 

13  of  such  Act  as  in  effect  before  the  enactment  of  this  Act 

14  shall  apply. 

1^  (4)  In  the  case  of  a  man  who  attains  age  65  prior  to 

1^  1965,  or  dies  before  such  year,  the  provisions  of  section 

1^  215(f)  (7)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  as  in  effect  before 

1°  the  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  apply. 
19  (5)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (e)  of  this 

2^  section  shall  apply  in  the  case  of  individuals  who  become 

21  entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits  under  section  223  of 

22  the  Social  Security  Act  after  December  1964. 

23  (6)  Section  303  (g)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
2^  ments  of  1960  is  amended — 

2^  (A)  by  striking  out  "notwithstanding  the  amend- 
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1  ments  made  by  the  preceding  subsections  of  this  sec- 

2  tion,"  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

3  "notwithstanding  the  amendments  made  by  the  preced- 

4  ing  subsections  of  this  section,  or  the  amendments 

5  made  by  section  6  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 

6  of  1964/';  and 

7  (B)  by  striking  out  "Social  Security  Amendments 

8  of  1960,"  in  the  second  sentence  and  inserting  in 

9  lieu  thereof  "Social  Security  Amendments  of  1960,  or 

10  (if  such  individual  becomes  entitled  to  old-age  insurance 

11  benefits  after  1964,  or  dies  after  1964  without  becoming 

12  so  entitled)  as  amended  by  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

13  ments  of  1964,". 

14  IMPROVEMENT  OP  ACTUARIAL  STATUS  OF  DISABILITY 

15  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 

16  Sec.  7.  (a)  Section  201  (b)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  before  January  1,  1965," 

18  after  "December  31,  1956,",  and  by  inserting  after  "1954," 

!9  the  following:  "and  0.65  of  1  per  centum  of  such  wages  paid 

20  after  December  31,  1964,  and  so  reported,". 

21  (b)  Section  201(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

22  inserting  after  "December  31,  1956,"  the  following:  "and 

23  before  January  1,  1965,  and  0.4875  of  1  per  centum  of  the 

24  amount  of  such  self-employment  income  so  reported  for  any 

25  taxable  year  beginning  after  December  31,  1964,", 
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1  COVERAGE  FOR  DOCTORS  OF  MEDICINE 

2  Sec.  8.    (a)(1)   Section  211(c)(5)   of  the  Social 

3  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

4  "  (5)  The  performance  of  service  by  an  individual 

5  in  the  exercise  of  his  profession  as  a  Christian  Science 

6  practitioner." 

7  (2)  Section  211  (c)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

8  striking  out  the  last  two  sentences  and  inserting  in  lieu 

9  thereof  the  following:  "The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  or 
10  (5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other  than  service  per- 
il formed  by  a  member  of  a  religious  order  who  has  taken  a 

12  vow  of  poverty  as  a  member  of  such  order)  performed  by 

13  an  individual  during  the  period  for  which  a  certificate  filed 

14  by  him  under  section  1402  (e)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

15  Code  of  1954  is  in  effect." 

16  (3)    Section  210  (a)  (6)  (0)  (iv)    of  such  Act  is 

17  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof 

18  the  following:     other  than  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  or  a 

19  medical  or  dental  resident-in-training". 

20  (4)  Section  210  (a)  (13)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

21  striking  out  all  that  follows  the  first  semicolon. 

22  (b)  (1)  Section  1402(c)  (5)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 

23  nue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of  trade  or  busi- 

24  ness)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

25  "  (5)  the  performance  of  service  by  an  individual 
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1  in  the  exercise  of  his  profession  as  a  Christian  Science 

2  practitioner." 

3  (2)  Section  1402  (c)  of  such  Code  is  further  amended 

4  by  striking  out  the  last  two  sentences  and  inserting  in  lieu 

5  thereof  the  following:  "The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  or 

6  (5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other  than  service  performed 
?  by  a  member  of  a  religious  order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of 

8  poverty  as  a  member  of  such  order)  performed  by  an  indi- 

9  vidual  during  the  period  for  which  a  certificate  filed  by  him 

10  under  subsection  (e)  is  in  effect." 

11  (3)  (A)  Section  1402  (e)  (1)  of  such  Code  (relating  to 

12  filing  of  waiver  certificate  by  ministers,  members  of  religious 

13  orders,  and  Christian  Science  practitioners)  is  amended  by 

14  striking  out  "extended  to  service"  and  all  that  follows  and 

15  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "extended  to  service  described  in 
1^  subsection  (c)  (4)  or  (c)  (5)  performed  by  him." 

17  (B)  Clause  (A)  of  section  1402(e)  (2)  of  such  Code 

18  (relating  to  time  for  filing  waiver  certificate)  is  amended  to 

19  read  as  follows:  "  (A)  the  due  date  of  the  return  (including 

20  any  extension  thereof)  for  his  second  taxable  year  ending 

21  after  1954  for  which  he  has  net  earnings  from  self-employ- 

22  ment  (computed  without  regard  to  subsections  (c)  (4)  and 

23  (c)(5))  of  $400  or  more,  any  part  of  which  was  derived 
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1  from  the  performance  of  service  described  in  subsection 

2  (c)  (4)  or  (c)  (5)  ;  or". 

3  (4)  Section  3121  (b)  (6)  (0)  (iv)  of  such  Code  (re- 

4  lating  to  definition  of  employment)  is  amended  by  inserting 

5  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the  following :  ",  other 

6  than  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  or  a  medical  or  dental 

7  resident-in-train  ing". 

8  (5)  Section  3121  (b)  (13)  of  such  Code  is  amended 

9  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  the  first  semicolon. 

10  (c)   The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs  (1)  and 

11  (2)  of  subsection  (a),  and  by  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and 

12  (3)  of  subsection  (b),  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to 

13  taxable  years  ending  after  December  31,  1964.  The  amend- 

14  ments  made  by  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  of  subsection  (a), 

15  and  by  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  subsection  (b) ,  shall 

16  apply  only  with  respect  to  services  performed  after  1964. 

17  COVERAGE  OF  TIPS 

18  Sec.  9.  (a)  (1)  Section  209  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

19  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  subsection 

20  (i) ,  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subsection  (j) 

21  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof      or",  and  by  adding  imme- 

22  diately  after  subsection  (j)  the  following  new  subsection: 

23  "  (k)  (1)  Tips  paid  in  any  medium  other  than  cash; 
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1  "  (2)  Cash  tips  received  by  an  employee  in  any  cal- 

2  endar  month  in  the  course  of  his  employment  by  an  em- 

3  ployer  unless  the  amount  of  such  cash  tips  is  $20  or  more." 

4  (2)  Section  209  of  such  Act  is  further  amended  by 

5  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

6  "For  purposes  of  this  title,  tips  received  by  an  employee 

7  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  on  his  own  behalf  and  not 

8  on  behalf  of  another  person,  shall  be  considered  remunera- 

9  tion  for  employment,  whether  such  tips  are  received  by  the 

10  employee  directly  from  a  person  other  than  his  employer 

11  or  are  paid  over  to  the  employee  by  his  employer.  Such 

12  tips  shall  be  deemed  to  be  paid  to  the  employee  by  the 

13  employer,  and  shall  be  deemed  to  be  so  paid  at  the  time  a 

14  written  statement  including  such  tips  is  furnished  to  the 

15  employer  pursuant  to  section  6053  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

16  Code  of  1954  or  (if  no  statement  including  such  tips  is  so 

17  furnished)  at  the  close  of  the  10th  day  following  the  calen- 

18  dar  month  in  which  they  were  received." 

19  (b)  (1)  Section  3102  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 

20  1954  (relating  to  deduction  of  tax  from  wages)  is  amended 

21  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

22  "(c)  Special  Rule  For  Tips. — In  the  case  of  tips 

23  which  constitute  wages,  subsection  (a)  shall  be  applicable 

24  only  to  such  tips  as  are  included  in  a  written  statement 

25  furnished  to  the  employer  pursuant  to  section  6053,  and 
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1  only  to  the  extent  that  collection  can  be  made  by  the 

2  employer,  at  or  after  the  time  such  statement  is  so  furnished 

3  and  before  the  close  of  the  10th  day  following  the  calendar 

4  month  in  which  the  tips  were  received,  by  deducting  the 
<r>  amount  of  the  tax  from  such  wages  of  the  employee  (ex- 
C  elusive  of  tips,  but  including  funds  turned  over  by  the  em- 

7  ployee  to  the  employer  for  the  purpose  of  such  deduction) 

8  as  are  under  control  of  the  employer." 

9  (2)  Section  3121  (a)   of  such  Code  (relating  to  the 

10  definition  of  wages  under  the  Federal  Insurance  Contribu- 

11  tions  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of 

12  paragraph  (9),  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of 

13  paragraph  (10)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  or",  and 

14  by  adding  after  paragraph  (10)  the  following  new  para- 

15  graph : 

16  "(11)  (A)   tips  paid  in  any  medium  other  than 

17  cash ; 

18  "(B)  cash  tips  received  b}'  an  employee  in  any 

19  calendar  month  in  the  course  of  his  employment  by  an 

20  employer  unless  the  amount  of  such  cash  tips  is  $20 

21  or  more." 

22  (3)  Section  3121  of  such  Code  is  further  amended  by 

23  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

24  "(q)  Tips. — Tips  received  by  an  employee  in  the  course 

25  of  his  employment,  on  his  own  behalf  and  not  on  behalf  of 
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1  another  person,  shall  be  considered  remuneration  for  employ- 

2  ment,  whether  such  tips  are  received  by  the  employee  di- 

3  rectly  from  a  person  other  than  his  employer  or  are  paid  over 

4  to  the  employee  by  his  employer.  Such  tips  shall  be  deemed 

5  to  be  paid  to  the  employee  by  the  employer,  and  shall  be 

6  deemed  to  be  so  paid  at  the  time  a  written  statement  in- 

7  eluding  such  tips  is  furnished  to  the  employer  pursuant  to 

8  section  6053  or  (if  no  statement  including  such  tips  is  so 

9  furnished)  at  the  close  of  the  10th  day  following  the  calen- 
10  dar  month  in  which  they  were  received." 

H  (c)  (1)  Section  6051  (a)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  re- 

12  ceipts  for  employees)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

13  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "In  the  case  of  tips 

14  received  by  an  employee  in  the  course  of  his  employment, 

15  the  amounts  required  to  be  shown  by  paragraph  (5)  shall 

16  include  only  such  tips  as  are  reported  by  the  employee  to  the 

17  employer  pursuant  to  section  6053." 

18  (2)  (A)  Subpart  O  of  part  III  of  subchapter  A  of 

19  chapter  61  of  such  Code  (relating  to  information  regarding 

20  wages  paid  employees)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

21  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

22  «SEC.  6053.  REPORTING  OF  TIPS. 

23  "Every  employee  who,  in  the  course  of  his  employment 

24  by  an  employer,  receives  in  any  calendar  month  tips  which 

25  are  wages  as  defined  in  section  3121  (a)  shall  report  all 
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1  such  tips  in  one  or  more  written  statements  furnished  to  his 

2  employer.    For  purposes  of  sections  3111,  6051  (a),  and 

3  6652  (c) ,  tips  received  in  any  calendar  month  shall  be  con- 

4  sidered  reported  pursuant  to  this  section  only  if  they  are  in- 

5  eluded  in  such  a  statement  furnished  to  the  employer  on  or 

6  before  the  10th  day  following  such  month  and  only  to  the 

7  extent  that  the  tax  imposed  with  respect  to  such  tips  by  sec- 

8  tion  3101  can  be  collected  by  the  employer  under  section 

9  3102.   Such  statements  shall  be  furnished  by  the  employee 

10  under  such  regulations,  at  such  other  times  before  such  10th 

11  day,  and  in  such  form  and  manner,  as  may  be  prescribed  by 

12  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate." 

13  (B)  The  table  of  sections  for  such  subpart  0  is  amended 

14  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

"Sec.  6053.  Reporting  of  tips." 

15  (3)  Section  6652  of  such  Code  (relating  to  failure  to 

16  file  certain  information  returns)  is  amended  by  redesignat- 

17  ing  subsection  (c)  as  subsection  (d)  and  by  inserting  after 

18  subsection  (b)  the  following  new  subsection : 

19  "  (c)  Failtjee  To  Repoet  Tips. — In  the  case  of  tips 

20  to  which  the  first  sentence  of  section  6053  is  applicable,  if 

21  the  employee  fails  to  report  any  of  such  tips  to  the  employer 

22  pursuant  to  such  section,  unless  it  is  shown  that  such  failure 

23  is  due  to  reasonable  cause  and  not  due  to  willful  neglect, 

24  there  shall  be  paid  by  the  employee,  in  addition  to  the  tax 
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1  imposed  by  section  3101  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  the 

2  tips  which  he  so  failed  to  report,  an  amount  equal  to  such 

3  tax." 

4  (d)  Section  3111  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax 

5  on  employers  under  the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions 

6  Act) ,  as  amended  by  section  16  of  this  Act,  is  amended  by 

7  adding  at  the  end  thereof  (after  and  below  paragraph  (4)  ) 

8  the  following  new  sentence : 

9  "In  the  case  of  tips  which  constitute  wages,  the  tax  im- 

10  posed  by  this  section  shall  be  applicable  only  to  such  tips 

11  as  are  reported  by  the  employee  to  the  taxpayer  pursuant 

12  to  section  6053." 

13  (e)  The  second  sentence  of  section  3102  (a)  of  such 

14  Code  (relating  to  requirement  of  deduction)  is  amended  by 

15  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

16  ";  and  an  employer  who  is  furnished  by  an  employee  a 

17  written  statement  of  tips  (received  in  a  calendar  month)  to 

18  which  paragraph  (11)  (B)  of  section  3121(a)  is  applica- 

19  ble  may  deduct  an  amount  equivalent  to  such  tax  with  re- 

20  spect  to  such  tips  from  any  wages  of  the  employee  (exclusive 

21  of  tips)  under  his  control,  even  though  at  the  time  such 
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1  statement  is  furnished  the  total  amount  of  the  tips  so  reported 

2  by  the  employee  as  received  in  such  calendar  month  in  the 

3  course  of  his  employment  by  such  employer  is  less  than 

4  $20". 

5  (f)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

6  only  with  respect  to  tips  received  by  employees  after  1964. 

7  GROSS  INCOME  OF  FARMERS 

8  Sec.  10.  (a)  The  second  sentence  following  paragraph 

9  (8)  in  section  211  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 

10  by  striking  out  "$1,800"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 

11  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,400",  and  by  striking  out  "$1,200"  each 

12  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$1,600". 

13  (b)  The  second  sentence  following  paragraph  (9)  in 

14  section  1402  (a)  of  the  Internal  Eevenue  Code  of  1954 

15  (relating  to  net  earnings  from  self-employment)  is  amended 

16  by  striking  out  "$1,800"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 

17  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,400",  and  by  striking  out  "$1,200"  each 

18  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$1,600". 

19  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

20  only  with  respeot  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  Decem- 

21  ber  31,  1964. 
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1  ELIMINATION    OF    PROHIBITION    AGAINST    COVERAGE  OP 

2  POLICEMEN  AND  FIREMEN 

3  Sec.  11.  (a)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  218  (d)  (5) 

4  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  "  (A)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  a  retirement  sys- 

6  tern  which  covers — 

7  "  (i)  positions  of  policemen  and  firemen,  or 

8  "  (ii)  positions  of  policemen  or  firemen,  or  both, 

9  and  other  positions, 

10  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  separate  retirement  system  with  re- 

11  spect  to  the  positions  of  such  policemen  or  firemen,  or  both, 

12  as  the  State  desires,  and  no  positions  of  persons  other  than 

13  policemen  or  firemen  may  be  included  in  any  such  separate 

14  retirement  system." 

1^  (b)  Section  218  (d)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

16  (1)  by  striking  out  ",  and  except  in  the  case  of 

17  positions  excluded  by  paragraph  (5)  (A)"  in  the  first 

18  sentence;  and 

19  (2)  by  striking  out  "(other  than  a  position  ex- 

20  eluded  by  paragraph  (5)  (A) )  "  in  the  second  sentence. 

21  (o)  Section  218(d)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

22  striking  out  "excluded  by  or  pursuant  to  paragraph  (5)" 

23  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "excluded 

24  pursuant  to  paragraph  (5)  ". 

25  (d)  (1)  Section  218(d)  (7)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
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1  by  striking  out  "excluded  by  or  pursuant  to  paragraph  (5)  " 

2  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "excluded  pursuant  to  paragraph 

3  (5)". 

4  (2)  Section  218  (d)  (8)  (D)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

5  (e)  Section  218  (k)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

6  (f)  Section  218  (p)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

7  (g)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

8  only  in  the  case  of  agreements  or  modifications  agreed  to 

9  after  November  30,  1964. 

10  INCLUSION  OP  ALASKA  AND  KENTUCKY  AMONG  STATES 

11  PEEMITTED  TO  DIVIDE  THEIE  RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 

12  Sec.  12.  The  first  sentence  of  section  218  (d)  (6)  (0)  of 

13  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended — 

14  (1)  by  inserting  "Alaska,"  before  "California";  and 

15  (2)    by   inserting   "Kentucky,"   before  Massa- 

16  chusetts". 

17  ADDITIONAL  PEEIOD  FOE  ELECTING  COVERAGE  UNDER 

18  DIVIDED  EETIEEMENT  SYSTEM 

19  Sec.  13.  The  first  sentence  of  section  218(d)  (6)  (F) 

20  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "1963" 

21  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1966". 

22  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  ADDITIONAL  HOSPITAL  EMPLOYEES 

23  IN  CALIFORNIA 

24  Sec.  14.  Section  102  (k)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

25  ments  of  1960  is  amended  by  inserting  "  (1) "  immediately 
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1  after  "  (k) and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 

2  ing  new  paragraph: 

3  "(2)  Such  agreement,  as  modified  pursuant  to  para- 

4  graph  ( 1 ) ,  may  at  the  option  of  such  State  be  further  modi- 

5  fled,  at  any  time  prior  to  the  seventh  month  after  the 

6  month  in  which  this  paragraph  is  enacted,  so  as  to  apply  to 

7  services  performed  for  any  hospital  affected  by  such  earlier 

8  modification  by  any  individual  who  after  December  31, 

9  1959,  was  or  is  employed  by  such  State  (or  any  political 
10  subdivision  thereof)  in  any  position  described  in  paragraph 
H  ( 1 ) .  Such  modification  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to 
12  (A)  all  services  performed  by  such  individual  in  any  such 
l^  position  on  or  after  January  1,  1962,  and  (B)  all  such 
1^  services,  performed  before  such  date,  with  respect  to  which 
15  amounts  equivalent  to  the  sum  of  the  taxes  which  would 
1^  have  been  imposed  by  sections  3101  and  3111  of  the  Inter- 
im nal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  if  such  services  had  constituted 
IS  employment  for  purposes  of  chapter  21  of  such  Code  at  the 
1^  time  they  were  performed  have,  prior  to  the  date  of  the 

20  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  been  paid." 

21  INCREASE  OF  EARNINGS  COUNTED  FOR  BENEFIT  AND  TAX 

22  PURPOSES 

23  Sec.  15.  (a)  (1)  (A)  Section  209  (a)  (3)  of  the  Social 

24  Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  before  1965" 

25  after  "1958". 
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1  (B)  Section  209(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

2  by  adding  at  the'  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

3  "(4)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  re- 

4  muneration  (other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the 

5  succeeding  subsections  of  this  section)  equal  to  $5,400 

6  with  respect  to  employment  has  been  paid  to  an  indi- 

7  vidual  during  any  calendar  year  after  1964,  is  paid  to 

8  such  individual  during  such  calendar  year;". 

9  (2)  (A)    Section  211(b)(1)(C)    of  such  Act  is 

10  amended  by  inserting  "and  before  1965"  after  "1958",  and 

11  by  striking  out      or"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and". 

12  (B)  Section  211  (b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

13  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subpara- 

14  graph : 

15  "(D)  For  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1964, 

16  (i)  $5,400,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages 

17  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year;  or". 

18  (3)  (A)    Section  213  (a)  (2)  (ii)    of  such  Act  is 

19  amended  by  striking  out  "after  1958"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

20  thereof  "after  1958  and  before  1965,  or  $5,400  in  the  case 

21  of  a  calendar  year  after  1964". 

22  (B)  Section  213  (a)  (2)  (iii)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

23  by  striking  out  "after  1958"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

24  "after  1958  and  before  1965,  or  $5,400  in  the  case  of  a  tax- 

25  able  year  ending  after  1964". 
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1  (4)  Section  215(e)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

2  striking  out  "and  the  excess  over  $4,800  in  the  case  of  any 

3  calendar  year  after  1958"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the 

4  excess  over  $4,800  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after 

5  1958  and  before  1965,  and  the  excess  over  $5,400  in  the 

6  case  of  any  calendar  year  after  1964". 

7  (b)  (1)  (A)  Section  1402(b)  (l)  (C)  of  the  Internal 

8  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of  self-employ- 

9  ment  income)  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  before  1965" 
10  after  "1958",  and  by  striking  out  ";  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
H  thereof  ";  and". 

I'2  (B)   Section  1402(b)(1)    of  such  Code  is  further 

13  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

1^  subparagraph : 

15  "  (D)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1964, 

m  (i)  $5,400,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages 

1'  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year; 

18  or". 

19  (2)  Section  3121(a)  (1)   of  such  Code  (relating  to 

20  definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$4,800" 

21  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$5,400". 

22  (3)  The  second  sentence  of  section  3122  of  such  Code 

23  (relating  to  Federal  service)  is  amended  by  striking  out 

24  "$4,800"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$5,400". 

25  (4)  Section  3125  of  such  Code  (relating  to  returns  in 
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1  the  case  of  governmental  employees  in  Guam  and  American 

2  Samoa)   is  amended  by  striking  out  "$4,800"  where  it 

3  appears  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

4  thereof  "$5,400". 

5  (5)  Section  6413(c)  (1)   of  such  Code   (relating  to 

6  special  refunds  of  employment  taxes)  is  amended — 

7  (A)  by  inserting  "and  prior  to  the  calendar  year 

8  1965"  after  "the  calendar  year  1958"; 

9  (B)  by  inserting  after  "exceed  $4,800,"  the  fol- 

10  lowing:  "or  (C)  during  any  calendar  year  after  the 

11  calendar  year  1964,  the  wages  received  by  him  during 

12  such  year  exceed  $5,400,"  and 

13  (0)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 

14  thereof  the  following:  "and  before  1965,  or  which  ex- 

15  ceeds  the  tax  with  respect  to  the  first  $5,400  of  such 

16  wages  received  in  such  calendar  year  after  1964". 

17  (6)  Section  6413(c)  (2)  (A)  of  such  Code  (relating 

18  to  refunds  of  employment  taxes  in  the  case  of  Federal  em- 

19  ployees)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  $4,800  for  any 

20  calendar  year  after  1958"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

21  "$4,800  for  the  calendar  year  1959,  1960,  1961,  1962, 

22  1963,  or  1964,  or  $5,400  for  any  calendar  year  after  1964". 

23  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  (1)  and 

24  (a)  (3)  (A),  and  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (b) 

25  (except  paragraph   (1)   thereof),  shall  apply  only  with 
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1  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after  December  1964.  The 

2  amendments  made  by  subsections   (a)  (2),   (a)  (3)  (B), 

3  and  (b)  (1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years 

4  ending  after  1964.   The  amendment  made  by  subsection 

5  (a)  (4)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  calendar  years  after 

6  1964. 

7  CHANGES  IN  TAX  SCHEDULES 

8  Sec.  16.  (a)  Section  1401  of  the  Internal  Eevenue 

9  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  self-employment 

10  income)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

11  "SEC.  1401.  RATE  OF  TAX. 

12  "In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  shall  be  imposed  for 
1^  each  taxable  year,  on  the  self-employment  income  of  every 

14  individual,  a  tax  as  follows : 

15  "  ( 1 )  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

16  after  December  31,  1964,  and  before  January  1,  1966, 

17  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  5.7  percent  of  the  amount  of 

18  the  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year ; 

19  "(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

20  after  December  31,  1965,  and  before  January  1,  1968, 

21  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 

22  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year; 
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1  "(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

2  after  December  31,  1967,  and  before  January  1,  1971, 

3  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6.8  percent  of  the  amount  of 

4  the  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year;  and 

5  "  (4)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

6  after  December  31,  1970,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 

7  7.2  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  in- 

8  come  for  such  taxable  year." 

9  (b)  Section  3101  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 
10  tax  on  employees  under  the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions 
H  Act)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

12  "SEC.  3101.  RATE  OF  TAX. 

13  "In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on 
1^  the  income  of  every  individual  a  tax  equal  to  the  following 

15  percentages  of  the  wages  (as  denned  in  section  3121  (a) ) 

16  received  by  him  with  respect  to  employment  (as  defined 

17  in  section  3121(b)  )  — 

18  "  ( 1 )  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 

19  calendar  year  1965,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent; 

20  "(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 

21  calendar  years  1966  and  1967,  the  rate  shall  be  4  per- 

22  cent; 
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1  "(3)  with,  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 

2  calendar  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be 

3  4.5  percent;  and 

4  "  (4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after  Decem- 

5  ber  31,  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.8  percent." 

6  (c)  Section  3111  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax 

7  on  employers  under  the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions 
5  Act)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

9  "SEC.  3111.  RATE  OF  TAX. 

10  "In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on 

H  every  employer  an  excise  tax,  with  respect  to  having  indi- 

12  viduals  in  his  employ,  equal  to  the  following  percentages  of 

1^  the  wages  (as  denned  in  section  3121  (a)  )  paid  by  him 

14  with  respect  to  employment  (as  denned  in  section  3121 

15  (b))- 

16  "  ( 1 )  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar 
1'  year  1965,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent; 

18  "(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calen- 

19  dar  years  1966  and  1967,  the  rate  shall  be  4  percent; 

20  "  (3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calen- 

21  dar  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.5 

22  percent;  and 

23  "(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December 

24  31,  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.8  percent." 

25  (d)  (1)   The  proviso  in  section  3201  of  such  Code 


47 

1  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  employees  under  Railroad  Retire- 

2  ment  Tax  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "at  such  time" 

3  the  following:  "(determined  under  the  provisions  of  section 

4  3101  as  in  effect  on  June  1,  1964)". 

5  (2)  The  proviso  in  section  3211  of  such  Code  (relating 

6  to  rate  of  tax  on  employee  representatives  under  Railroad 

7  Retirement  Tax  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "at  such 

8  time"  the  following:  "(determined  under  the  provisions  of 

9  section  3101  as  in  effect  on  June  1,  1964)  ". 

10  (3)  Section  3221  (b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 

11  tax  on  employers  under  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act)  is 

12  amended  by  inserting  after  "at  such  time"  the  following: 

13  "(determined  under  the  provisions  of  section  3111  as  in 

14  effect  on  June  1,  1964)  ". 

15  (e)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)  shall 

16  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  beginning  after 

17  December  31,  1964.    The  amendments  made  by  subsections 

18  (b)  and  (c)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  remuneration 

19  paid  after  December  31,  1964. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OP  1964 

Mr.  O'NEILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  under 
the  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Rules, 
I  call  up  the  resolution  (H.  Res.  802), 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol- 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  It  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
11865)  to  increase  benefits  under  the  Fed- 
eral Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  In- 
surance System,  to  provide  child's  Insurance 
benefits  beyond  age  18  while  in  school,  to 
provide  widow's  benefits  at  age  60  on  a  re- 
duced basis,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain 
individuals  not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72, 
to  Improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the  Trust 
Funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  all  points  of  order  against  said 
bill  are  hereby  waived.  After  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall 
continue  not  to  exceed  five  hours,  the  bill 
shall  be  considered  as  having  been  read  for 
amendment.  No  amendment  shall  be  in 
order  to  said  bill  except  amendments  offered 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  and  said  amendments  shall  be  in 
order,  any  rule  of  the  House  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding.  Amendments  offered  by 
direction  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  may  be  offered  to  any  section  of  the 
bill  at  the  conclusion  of  the  general  debate, 
but  said  amendments  shall  not  be  subject 
to  amendment.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  ques- 
tion shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the 
bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one  mo- 
tion to  recommit. 

Mr.  O'NEILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  require,  and 
at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks,  I  yield 
30  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]. 

(Mr.  O'NEILL  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  O'NEILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution  802  provides  for  consideration 
of  H.R.  11865,  a  bill  to  increase  benefits 
under  the  Federal  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system,  to  provide 
child's  insurance  benefits  beyond  age  18 
while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's  bene- 
fits at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  certain  individuals  not 
otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  improve 
the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust  funds, 
to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. The  resolution  provides  a  closed 
rule,  waiving  points  of  order,  with  5 
hours  of  general  debate. 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  11865  is  to  im- 
prove the  benefit  and  coverage  provi- 
sions and  the  financing  structure  of  the 
Federal  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system. 

The  last  across-the-board  adjustment 
in  social  security  insurance  benefits,  and 
the  last  adjustment  in  the  amount  of 
annual  earnings  that  is  taxed  and  credit- 
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ed  toward  benefits  were  enacted  in  1958. 
In  recognition  of  changes  In  the  econ- 
omy since  that  time  the  bill  provides 
for  increasing  the  insurance  benefits  by 
5  percent  across  the  board  and  for  in- 
creasing the  contribution  and  benefit 
base. 

To  permit  payment  of  benefits  to  cer- 
tain aged  people  who  did  not  work  long 
enough  under  social  security  to  meet 
the  present  work  requirements  for  bene- 
fits payments,  the  bill  contains  a  special 
provision  reducing  the  covered  work  re- 
quirements for  aged  workers,  aged  wives, 
and  aged  widows.  Benefits  would  be  pay- 
able when  these  individuals  attain  age 
72. 

To  help  children  continue  in  school, 
the  bill  provides  for  the  payment  of  a 
child's  benefit  beyond  age  18  and  up  to 
age  22  if  the  child  is  in  school  or  college. 

To  improve  the  protection  now  pro- 
vided under  the  social  security  system 
for  aged  widows,  the  bill  lowers  the  age 
at  which  they  can  first  become  eligible 
for  benefits  to  age  60  on  a  voluntary  and 
an  actuarially  reduced  basis. 

To  improve  the  protection  for  people 
in  the  service  industries  for  whom  tips 
constitute  a  substantial  source  of  earn- 
ings, cash  tips  from  customers  would  be 
made  creditable  for  benefits  and  contri- 
butions. 

To  complete  the  coverage  of  profes- 
sional groups  and  the  self-employed,  the 
bill  will  bring  doctors  of  medicine  who 
are  self-employed  and  interns  under  the 
coverage  of  the  program.  Certain  other 
minor  coverage  extensions  would  be 
made. 

Consistent  with  the  policies  established 
by  the  Congress,  the  improvements  made 
by  the  bill  will  be  adequately  financed 
and  the  program  will  continue  to  be  self- 
supporting  on  a  sound  actuarial  basis. 
A  revised  schedule  of  social  security  tax 
rates  would  be  provided  along  with  an 
increase  in  the  taxable  earnings  base 
which  will  improve  the  actuarial  balance 
over  what  it  is  at  the  present  time. 

The  bill  also  will  provide  for  increasing 
the  total  allocation  to  the  Federal  dis- 
ability insurance  trust  fund  in  order  to 
strengthen  the  disability  fund. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  802. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts,  my 
colleague  on  the  Rules  Committee  [Mr. 
O'Neill],  has  explained  ably  and  quite 
well  the  provisions  of  the  rule  under 
which  he  brings  the  bill,  H.R.  11865, 
dealing  with  social  security — or  the  old- 
age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system,  as  it  is  technically  known — to 
the  floor  of  the  House  for  5  hours  of 
general  debate. 

This  bill  is  being  brought  to  the  floor 
of  the  House  under  a  closed  or  gag  rule, 
which  will  once  more  prevent  or  prohibit 
the  offering  of,  or  consideration  of,  any 
amendments  to  the  measure  by  Members 
of  this  House  except  those  amendments 
submitted  by  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee after  action  by  that  committee. 


The  rule  also  waives  points  of  order, 
as  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
has  pointed  out,  and  provides  for  one 
straight  motion  to  recommit  without  in- 
structions. 

Of  course,  when  this  bill  goes  to  the 
other  body,  hearings  will  be  held  on  it 
by  the  Finance  Committee  of  that  body. 
Then,  when  the  bill  reaches  the  floor  of 
the  other  body,  any  Member  of  that  body 
will  be  able  to  offer — and  probably  many 
of  them  will  offer — any  amendment  he  or 
she  may  desire  to  have  considered,  and 
there  will  be  no  limitation  on  debate, 
no  limit  of  length  of  time  during  which 
any  such  amendment  may  be  discussed 
or  debated  on  the  floor  of  that  body. 

So  I  think,  because  of  the  situation 
this  year,  I  can  very  readily  understand 
the  position  taken  by  the  great  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  of  this  House, 
and  why  it  does  not  want  to  bring  a  bill 
of  this  type  before  the  House  under  an 
open  rule  which  would  permit  the  con- 
sideration of  amendments,  not  only  to 
the  so-called  Social  Security  Act,  but 
also  any  that  might  be  offered  to  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  itself. 

Of  course,  I  still  take  the  position,  in 
my  judgment,  that  the  Members  of  this 
body  are  just  as  capable  of  exercising  leg- 
islative restraint  and  good  judgment  in 
considering  amendments  and  doing  so 
ably  and  well  as  are  the  members  of  any 
other  legislative  body  anywhere  in  the 
world,  including  those  who  may  be  sit- 
ting on  the  other  side  of  this  Capitol. 
However,  that  is  neither  here  nor  there. 
We  face  a  situation  today  where  we  do 
have  this  bill  up  before  us  under  a  closed, 
or  gag  rule. 

It  might  be  well  if  I  take  only  a  few 
minutes  to  give  a  layman's  point  of  view 
as  to  this  legislation  and  as  to  some  of 
the  things  that  I  think  the  Members 
of  the  House  want  to  consider  or  to  know 
about  directly,  that  cannot  be  changed 
by  amendment  offered  by  them  but 
which  could  be  changed  in  the  other 
body,  of  course. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts 
has  explained,  this-  bill  does  provide  cer- 
tain benefits  to  aged  persons.  First  of 
all,  let  me  say  that,  as  I  understand  this 
bill,  it  will  increase  the  benefits  derived 
by  those  coming  under  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  by  an  average  of  some  5  percent. 
That  means  that  for  a  person  receiving 
the  lowest  social  security  monthly  bene- 
fit, $40,  he  will  get  a  $2  increase  in  social 
security  benefits,  which,  in  my  opinion, 
will  not  go  too  far  toward  solving  any 
economic  problems  for  such  an  aged 
person  who  might  be  dependent  upon 
social  security  benefits  for  livelihood  or 
existence.  Then,  in  addition,  this  bill 
would  bring  in  under  social  security  cov- 
erage some  500,000  persons,  or  approxi- 
mately that  number,  not  now  covered, 
including  some  aged  persons,  widows 
who  will  receive  benefits  down  to  the  age 
of  60,  and  aged  persons  who  have  not 
established  a  sufficient  backlog  of  cov- 
erage experience,  and  payments  into  the 
social  security  fund,  to  be  eligible  for 
benefits;  for  certain  schoolchildren;  and 
also  physicians  who  have  not  been  cov- 
ered, but  have  been  exempt  from  the  law 
in  the  past,  such  as  medical  doctors,  of 
course. 


Finally,  under  certain  circumstances 
it  would  include  policemen  and  firemen 
who  have  been  exempt  under  present 
law  from  social  security  coverage. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  a  great 
many  physicians  do  not  like  this  situa- 
tion, that  is,  being  covered  for  the  first 
time  as  self-employed  persons.  Physi- 
cians now  employed,  or  are  paid,  by  some 
other  individual,  concern,  or  corpora- 
tion, are  already  covered.  Therefore, 
most  doctors  will  be  covered  as  self-em- 
ployed persons,  and  taxed  probably  up 
to  the  limit  of  taxable  income  each  year 
for  social  security  purposes,  under  this 
bill.  There  is  much  protest  against  that. 
The  explanation  was  made  before  the 
Committee  on  Rules  by  proponents  of  the 
bill  that  physicians  are  the  only  profes- 
sional persons  in  the  country  today  who 
are  not  covered  under  social  security, 
and  that  is  the  reason  why  physicians 
are  now  being  brought  under  social  se- 
curity coverage  if  this  bill  becomes  law. 
Undoubtedly  many  Members  of  the 
House  do  hear  a  considerable  objection 
from  a  number  of  their  physician  friends. 

A  great  many  firemen  and  policemen, 
who  are  covered  by  State  and  local  re- 
tirement plans,  are  also  interested  in  this 
legislation  and  have  expressed  considera- 
ble opposition  to  it.  Yet  under  the  bill, 
as  I  understand  it — and  if  I  am  wrong, 
I  hope  someone  will  correct  me — no  po- 
licemen or  firemen  now  covered  by  any 
local  retirement  plan,  whether  it  be  State, 
county,  city,  or  what  have  you,  could  be 
affected  by  this  legislation  immediately 
or  directly.  Under  the  bill  they  will  have 
the  right  to  be  covered,  or  the  privilege 
of  being  covered,  by  social  security  pro- 
viding two  different  things  should  hap- 
pen. 

First  of  all,  that  the  employer,  the  em- 
ploying body,  whether  it  be  State  gov- 
ernment, county  government,  or  city  gov- 
ernment, which  acts  as  the  employer  of 
the  policemen  or  firemen  who  now  come 
under  any  certain  retirement  fund, 
agrees  to  pay  the  social  security  tax  for 
their  coverage;  and,  second,  that  a  ma- 
jority, or  more  than  50  percent  of  all 
policemen  or  firemen  coming  under  any 
local  or  State  retirement  plan,  shall  vote 
and  agree  that  they  seek  coverage  under 
social  security. 

One  of  the  objections,  as  I  get  it  from 
some  of  my  firemen  and  policemen 
friends — and  it  has  been  quite  a  ques- 
tion in  their  minds  for  some  time — is  the 
fear  they  have  that  the  State,  or  the  lo- 
cal or  municipal  authority  now  support- 
ing their  local  retirement  system  to 
which  they  now  belong  will  say,  "Well 
now,  we  will  stop  paying  our  money" — 
that  is,  the  governing  body — "into  your 
present  retirement  system  and  just  let 
you  people  be  covered  under  social  se- 
curity." So  many  policemen  and  fire- 
men feel  that  they  may  easily  lose  some- 
thing by  the  enactment  of  this  legisla- 
tion. There  is  the  possibility  that  such 
a  situation  may  soon  exist.  I  have  taken 
the  time  to  explain  this  because,  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  con- 
sidering this  legislation,  I  have  had  a 
great  deal  of  correspondence  on  it. 

The  bill  goes  a  little  further  also.  It 
increases  slightly  the  social  security  tax 
beginning  January  1.   And,  by  the  way, 
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these  social  security  taxes  are  climbing 
up  rather  rapidly.  By  1971,  if  my 
memory  serves  me  correctly,  the  social 
security  tax  will  be  4.8  percent  of  taxable 
salary  on  the  employer,  and  the  same, 
4.8  percent  upon  the  employee,  which 
amounts  to  a  total  of  9.6  percent.  That 
is  getting  up  pretty  close  to  10  percent 
of  the  total  payroll  that  goes  for  social 
security  taxes.  Of  course,  in  addition  to 
that  I  point  out  that  the  employer  pays 
Federal  and  State  unemployment  taxes. 
The  employee  pays  no  unemployment 
taxes  whatsoever  under  our  system.  But 
the  employer  does,  as  I  say,  and  if  you 
add  about  3  percent  onto  the  4.8  percent 
for  the  social  security  tax  the  employer 
will  be  paying  by  1971,  you  can  see  it 
all  will  be  quite  a  burden,  and  a  really 
heavy  tax  on  the  payroll  of  every  in- 
dustry and  private  enterprise  in  this 
country. 

But,  it  goes  a  little  further  than  that. 
There  is  another  little  wrinkle  in  this 
bill  that  I  have  not  heard  discussed  too 
much.  Under  this  bill  the  amount  of 
taxable  annual  income  for  social  security 
purposes  is  increased  from  the  present 
$4,800  a  year  to  $5,400  a  year.  If  we 
take  an  average  of  10  percent,  this  in- 
creases the  total  social  security  taxes 
for  each  employee  receiving  $5,400  in 
pay  by  $60  a  year,  which  is  a  rather 
sizable  increase  in  the  tax  burden  on 
the  employee  and  his  employer. 

Of  course,  today  there  are  relatively 
few  people  now  employed  in  any  posi- 
tions of  importance,  whether  in  the 
trades  or  the  professions,  or  whether 
self-employed,  who  do  not  have  incomes 
that  will  average  $5,400  a  year. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  here  is  a  peculiar 
thing  which  was  discovered  in  the  Com- 
mittee on  Rules  in  which  some  of  the 
Members  of  the  House  may  be  interested. 

Those  of  us  who  have  been  covered  by 
social  security  since  this  legislation  was 
first  enacted  will  never  be  able — it  does 
not  matter  if  one^lives  to  be  120 — to  re- 
ceive the  full  amount  of  social  security 
benefits  set  forth  in  the  tables  that  you 
see  here.  Social  security  benefits  would 
be  payable  on  the  actual  amount  of  sal- 
ary that  is  taxable,  any  amount  taxable 
throughout  the  different  years. 

If  I  remember  correctly,  I  was  covered 
in  1937  when  the  law  first  went  into 
effect. 

The  taxable  income  at  that  time  for 
social  security  purposes  was  only  $3,000 
a  year.  Then  it  jumped  up  to  $3,300  or 
$3,600,  and  later  on  to  $3,900,  and  then  to 
$4,800.  It  is  proposed  to  now  increase 
that  figure  to  $5,400. 

Of  course,  as  long  as  we  pay  social 
security  taxes  under  this  bill  we  will  pay 
on  the  $5,400  basis.  However,  our  com- 
pensation under  social  security  in  case 
you  should  be  interested — and  rather 
peculiarly  some  people  are  interested  in 
these  benefits — the  average  benefit  can 
never  reach  the  full  amount.  But  the 
person  who  comes  under  coverage  now, 
and  who  has  a  $5,400  taxable  income 
each  year  for  5  years  only,  will  be  able 
to  draw  the  complete,  full  amount  of  so- 
cial security  benefits,  while  the  man  or 
woman  who  has  been  covered  throughout 
the  years,  from  1937  on,  can  never  receive 
such  total  benefits. 


Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  interesting  quirk 
in  the  law  and  something  perhaps  that 
might  be  looked  at  again  some  of  these 
days,  of  course,  by  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

Of  course,  it  is  an  entirely  different 
situation  that  we  have  in  most  retire- 
ment systems  where  retirement  benefits 
are  paid  upon  the  highest  5  years  of  in- 
come, and  not  upon  the  average  income 
throughout  the  lifetime  of  the  individual. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  would  not  make  any 
difference  if  the  individual  under  social 
security  had  an  income  of  $10,000  a  year, 
in  1937  he  could  only  pay  social  security 
taxes,  and  be  covered  up  to  $3,000  a  year, 
at  that  time.  Never  has  he  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  obtain  complete  coverage,  or 
will  he  have  such  opportunity,  under  the 
provisions  of  this  bill  if  enacted. 

I  hope  that  perhaps  if  we  ever  take 
up-;— come  the  next  election  year — an- 
other Social  Security  Act  amendment 
designed  to  increase  social  security  bene- 
fits, that  someone  will  take  a  close  look 
at  that  particular  provision  of  the  pres- 
ent law. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Yes,  I  yield 
quickly  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  wish  to  commend  my 
good  friend  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]  for  the  excellent  statement 
he  has  made  and  say  that  I  join  with  him 
completely  in  protesting  a  closed  rule  on 
this  legislation  which  prohibits  Members 
of  the  House  from  working  their  will  and 
prohibits  them  from  curing  some  of  the 
defects  which  are  apparent  in  the  bill 
and  which  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  has 
pointed  out. 

In  other  words,  we  are  compelled  to 
vote  this  bill  up  or  down  without  any 
change  whatever.  Among  other  provi- 
sions, the  House  ought  to  be  able  to  take 
a  position  on  bringing  police,  firemen, 
and  doctors  into  the  system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  join  with  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  all  the  way  in  protesting  this 
gag  rule  as  it  applies  to  amendments 
to  this  legislation. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  I  thank  the 
gentleman.  As  we  grow  a  bit  older,  per- 
haps, some  of  the  sweetest  words  we  can 
utter  now  and  then  "I  told  you  so." 

Mr.  Speaker,  many  of  the  Members  of 
the  House  will  recall  that  the  last  time 
I  took  the  floor,  and  the  well  of  the 
House,  to  speak  concerning  a  closed  or 
gag  rule  dealing  with  tax  legislation,  was 
when  we  had  pending  before  the  House 
the  bill  to  extend  for  another  year  some 
of  the  excise  taxes  levied  as  emergency 
taxes  by  the  Federal  Government  back 
during  World  War  II,  which  has  been 
over  nearly  20  years,  or  pretty  close  to  it. 
At  that  time  I  made  the  prediction  that 
while  the  House  was  not  being  permitted 
to  offer  or  to  consider  any  amendments 
to  that  legislation  dealing  with  any  of 
the  various  excise  taxes,  many  of  which 
contained  in  that  bill  being  directed 
against  the  women  of  this  country  with 
reference  to  cosmetics,  leather  goods, 
purses  and  so  forth  and  so  on,  that  when 
the  measure  reached  the  other  body, 
after  we  got  through  being  gagged  or 
gagging  ourselves  under  a  closed  rule, 


that  the  other  body  would  greatly  amend 
that  bill. 

What  happened?  The  other  body 
completely  rewrote  the  legislation,  and 
took  great  credit  from  the  ladies  of  the 
country,  by  saying  to  them: 

We  all  love  you  girls.  We  have  taken  off 
the  tax  on  lipstick,  rouge,  cosmetics,  and  so 
forth  for  you  because  we  thought  it  was  an 
unfair  tax  and  that  really  such  things  are 
more  or  less  necessities  of  life  for  the  women 
of  today.  Look  what  we  (the  other  body), 
are  doing  for  you  good  ladies  compared  with 
what  the  terrible  House  did  in  connection 
with  this  legislation. 

It  is  true,  as  I  must  admit,  when  the 
bill  went  to  conference  our  very  able 
House  negotiators,  our  very  able  mem- 
bers of  the  conference  committee,  with 
the  aid  of  the  Federal  Treasury,  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  and 
others  who  were  quite  active,  modified 
that.  I  remember  seeing  quite  a  number 
of  limousines  around  Capitol  Hill  at  the 
time  the  conference  committee  was 
meeting,  and  it  did  eliminate  most  of 
the  Senate  amendments,  but  in  the 
minds  of  a  great  many  American 
women  it  was  the  House  which  con- 
tinued the  tax  on  them,  and  the  other 
body,  with  the  freedom  of  offering 
amendments,  considering  them  and  vot- 
ing on  them,  got  all  the  credit  for  doing 
something  to  help  the  fair  ladies  of  the 
Nation.  So  I  cannot  help  but  stand  here 
and  say  to  some  of  my  fellow  Members: 
I  love  you  all,  but  how  stupid  can  we  get 
at  times,  especially  in  an  election  year? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Staf- 
ford]. 

(Mr.  STAFFORD  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  STAFFORD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
deeply  regret  that  once  again  the  major- 
ity party,  through  its  membership  in  the 
Rules  Committee,  has  seen  fit  to  impose 
a  gag  rule  upon  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
11865,  social  security  amendments  of 
1964. 

It  was  to  halt  this  practice  that  I  voted 
to  enlarge  the  Rules  Committee  2  years 
ago.  It  is  regrettable  that  Members  will 
not  be  permitted  to  offer  any  amend- 
ments with  respect  to  H.R.  11865. 

Were  this  an  open  rule,  as  it  should  be, 
it  would  be  my  intention  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  providing  the 
medical  profession  with  a  referendum  to 
determine  whether  or  not  they  might 
wish  to  be  include  in  the  social  security 
system.  Under  the  gag  rule  this  cannot 
be  done. 

Were  the  opportunity  available,  as  it 
should  be,  it  would  also  be  my  intention 
to  offer  an  amendment  to  the  bill  in- 
creasing the  across  the  board  payments 
to  recipients  of  social  security  benefits 
by  7  percent  rather  than  5  percent.  Un- 
der the  present  gag  rule  this  cannot  be 
done. 

I  protest  the  parliamentary  situation 
which  forces  the  membership  of  the 
House  to  accept  or  reject  the  bill  as  writ- 
ten by  the  committee  without  any  op- 
portunity to  make  any  change  in  it  what- 
soever. 
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Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  Hampshire  [Mr. 
Wyman  ] . 

(Mr.  WYMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  WYMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  fire- 
men and  policemen  in  my  district  want 
section  11  taken  out  of  the  bill.  They 
have  been  in  touch  with  me.  I  have  felt 
it  my  duty  to  advise  them  that  we  can- 
not have  the  question  up  for  a  vote  be- 
cause the  leadership  has  chosen  to  bring 
the  whole  bill  here  under  a  closed  rule. 
For  these  interested  and  concerned  pub- 
lic workers  and  hardworking  men  I  pro- 
test this  gag  rule. 

I  have  no  alternative  but  to  tell  my 
constituents  that  we  would  like  to  vote  to 
take  them  out  of  the  bill,  but  we  cannot 
do  it  because  the  opposition  leadership 
refuses  even  the  opportunity  to  so  vote. 

This  rule  should  be  defeated  so  that  we 
can  remove  this  section  by  amendment 
from  the  floor.  I  shall  be  compelled  to 
request  a  second  vote  on  the  question  of 
this  gag  on  the  House  because  although 
I  shall  support  the  bill  on  final  passage 
I  believe  we  owe  it  to  the  best  interests  of 
the  firemen  and  police  employees  to  take 
section  11  out  of  the  bill.  Otherwise  it 
will  have  to  be  left  to  the  other  party. 

Mr.  O'NEILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time.  I  move  the 
previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  resolution. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  WYMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  350,  nays  29,  answered  "pres- 
ent" 1,  not  voting  52,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  192] 


YEAS — 350 


Abbitt 

Boland 

Chelf 

Abele 

Boiling 

Chenoweth 

Adair 

Bolton, 

Clark 

Addabbo 

Frances  P. 

Cleveland 

Albert 

Bolton, 

Cohelan 

Anderson 

Oliver  P. 

Collier 

Andrews,  Ala. 

Bonner 

Colmer 

Andrews, 

Bow 

Conte 

N.  Dak. 

Brademas 

Cooley 

Arends 

Bray 

Corbett 

Ashley 

Brock 

Corman 

Ashmore 

Bromwell 

Cramer 

Asplnall 

Brooks 

Cunningham 

Auchincloss 

Broomfleld 

Curtin 

Ayres 

Brotzman 

Curtis 

Baldwin 

Brown,  Calif. 

Daddario 

Barrett 

Broyhlll,  N.C. 

Dague 

Barry 

Broyhlll,  Va. 

Daniels 

Bass 

Burke 

Davis,  Ga. 

Bates 

Burkhalter 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Battln 

Burleson 

Dawson 

Becker 

Burton,  Calif. 

Delaney 

Beckworth 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Dent 

Belcher 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Denton 

Bell 

CahlU 

Derounian 

Berry 

Carey 

DiggB 

Betts 

Casey 

Dingell 

Blatnlk 

Cederberg 

Donohue 

Boggs 

Chamberlain 

Dorn 

Dowdy 

Kirwan 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

nnwnin? 

.'    >_  w  1  1  1    1  .  . 

IClllP.S'.vnRk  1 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Dulski 

Knox 

Riehlman 

Dwyer 

ivui  nv  f -it^J 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Edwards 

Kvl 

Roberts,  Ala. 

"Rlliott 

Laird 

Roberts,  Tex. 

P1.]  l^wnrtb 

T  ift  ndriim 

1  I  \.   V     1   k.     1  I' 

T  .n  n  ?pn 

.1.  I,  I  1  1  L,  V_  L  I 

Rodino 

Fallon 

Latta 

Rogers,  Colo. 

T?nnn*»v  N  Y. 

TP  QSU^  oil 

Lennon 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Feighan 

Libon&tl 

Roosevelt 

Finnegan 

Lindsay 

Rosenthal 

Fino 

Lipscomb 

Rostenkowski 

Fisher 

Long,  La. 

Roudebush 

Flood 

Long,  Md. 

Roush 

Flynt 

McClory 

Roybal 

Ford 

McCulloch 

Rumsfeld 

Forrester 

McDade 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Fountain 

McDowell 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Fraser 

McFall 

St.  George 

Frelinghuysen 

Mclntire 

St.  Onge 

Friedel 

McLoskey 

Saylor 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Macdonald 

Schadeberg 

Fulton  Tenn. 

MacGregor 

Schneebeli 

Fucjua 

Madden 

Schweiker 

Gallagher 

Mahon 

Scott 

Garmatz 

Marsh 

Secrest 

Gary 

Martin,  Calif. 

Selden 

Giaimo 

Martin,  Mass. 

Senner 

Gibbons 

Martin  Nebr. 

Shipley 

Gilbert 

Mathias 

Short 

Gonzalez 

May 

Shriver 

Goodell 

Meader 

Sibal 

Goodling 

Miller,  Calif. 

Sickles 

Grabowski 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Sikes 

Grant 

Milliken 

Siler 

Gray 

Mills 

Sisk 

Green,  Oreg. 

Minish 

Skubitz 

Green  Pa. 

Minshall 

Smith,  Calif. 

Griffin 

Monagan 

Smith,  Iowa 

Griffiths 

Montoya 

Smith,  Va. 

Gubser 

Moore 

Snyder 

Gurney 

Moorhead 

Springer 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Morgan 

Staebler 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Morrison 

Stafford 

Haley 

Morse 

Staggers 

Halleck 

Morton 

Steed 

Halpern 

Mosher 

Stephens 

Hanna 

Moss 

Stinson 

Hansen 

Multer 

Stratton 

Harding 

Murphy,  111. 

Stubblefield 

Hardy 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Sullivan 

Harrison 

Murray 

Talcott 

Harsha 

Natcher 

Taylor 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Nedzi 

Teague,  Calif. 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Nelsen 

Thomas 

Hays 

Nix 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Healey 

O'Hara,  111. 

Thompson,  Tex 

Hechler 

O'Hara,  Mich. 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Henderson 

O'Konski 

Trimble 

Herlong 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Tuck 

Hoeven 

Olson,  Minn. 

Tupper 

Holifield 

O'Neill 

Tuten 

Holland. 

Osmers 

Udall 

Horan 

Ostertag 

Ullman 

Horton 

Patman 

Utt 

Hosmer 

Patten 

Van  Deerlin 

Huddles  ton 

Pelly 

Van  Ik 

Hull 

Pepper 

Vinson 

Ichord 

Perkins 

Waggonner 

Jarman 

Philbin 

Watson 

Jennings 

Pickle 

Watts 

Jensen 

Pike 

Weaver 

Joelson 

Pillion 

Weltner 

Johnson,  Calif 

.  Pirnie 

Westland 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Poage 

Whalley 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Poff 

Wharton 

Jonas 

Price 

Whitener 

Karsten 

Pucinski 

Wickersham 

Karth 

Purcell 

Widnall 

Kastenmeier 

Quie 

Wilson,  Bob 

Keith 

Quillen 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Kelly 

Randall 

Wydler 

Keogh 

Reid,  111. 

Young 

Kilgore 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Younger 

King,  Calif. 

Relfel 

Zablocki 

King,  N.Y. 

Reuss 

NAYS — 29 

/vshbrook 

Findley 

Rich 

Beermann 

Foreman 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Gross 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bruce 

Grover 

Schenck 

Burton,  Utah 

Hall 

Taft 

Clancy 

Hoffman 

White 

Clawson,  Del 

Hutchinson 

Winstead 

Derwinski 

Johansen 

Wright 

Devine 

Michel 

Wyman 

Dole 

Pool 

ANSWERED  "PRESENT"— 1 
Brown,  Ohio 


NOT  VOTING— 52 


Abernethy 

Hawkins 

Powell 

Alger 

Hebert 

Rains 

Avery 

Jones,  Ala. 

St  Germain 

Baker 

Jones,  Mo. 

Schwengel 

Baring 

Kee 

Sheppard 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Kllburn 

Slack 

Buckley 

Lankford 

Teague,  Tex. 

Cameron 

Leslnskl 

Thompson,  La. 

Celler 

Lloyd 

ToU 

Clausen, 

McMillan 

Tollefson 

Don  H. 

Mailliard 

Van  Pelt 

Duncan 

Matsunaga 

Wallhauser 

Evins 

Matthews 

Whltten 

Fogarty 

Morris 

Williams 

Gathlngs 

Norblad 

Willis 

Gill 

O'Brien,  N.Y. 

Wilson, 

Glenn 

Passman 

Charles  H. 

Harris 

Pllcher 

So  the  resolution  was  agreed  to. 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Hebert  for,  with  Mr.  Williams  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Evins  with  Mr.  Wallhauser. 

Mr.  Toll  with  Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen. 

Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  with  Mrs.  Baker. 

Mr.  Duncan  with  Mr.  Mailliard. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Alger. 

Mr.  Fogarty  with  Mr.  Norblad. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Schwengel. 

Mr.  Passman  with  Mr.  Tollefson. 

Mr.  St  Germain  with  Mr.  Glenn. 

Mr.  Morris  with  Mr.  Van  Pelt. 

Mr.  Charles  H.  Wilson  with  Mr.  Bennett  of 
Michigan. 

Mr.  Cameron  with  Mr.  Kilburn. 

Mr.  Slack  with  Mr.  Avery. 

Mrs.  Kee  with  Mr.  Celler. 

Mr.  Matthews  with  Mr.  Buckley. 

Mr.  Pilcher  with  Mr.  Abernethy. 

Mr.  Lesinski  with  Mr.  Hawkins. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  PoweU. 

Mr.  Matsunaga  with  Mr.  O'Brien  of  New 
York. 

Mr.  McMillan  with  Mr.  Gill. 

Mr.  Harris  with  Mr.  Jones  of  Alabama. 

Mr.  Gathings  with  Mr.  Lankford. 

Mr.  WINSTEAD  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 

IN  THE  COMMITTEE  OP  THE  WHOLE 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Commit- 
tee of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of 
the  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  benefits  un- 
der the  Federal  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system,  to  provide 
child's  insurance  benefits  beyond  age  18 
while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's  bene- 
fits at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to  pro- 
vide benefits  for  certain  individuals  not 
otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  improve 
the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust  funds, 
to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al- 
bert) .  The  question  is  on  the  motion  of- 
fered by  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  H.R.  11865,  with  Mr. 
O'Hara  of  Michigan  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read- 
ing of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills! 
will  be  recognized  for  2  Ms  hours,  and  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Byrnes] 
will  be  recognized  for  2  V2  hours. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills]. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  15  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill,  H.R.  11865, 
contains,  in  my  opinion,  sound  and  rea- 
sonable provisions  designed  to  strength- 
en and  improve  the  social  security  sys- 
tem. Contrary  to  the  situation  that  may 
have  existed  in  the  past  when  the  com- 
mittee brought  other  tax  legislation  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  for  consideration, 
the  bill  which  is  before  us  today  is  rela- 
tively simple,  rather  easy  of  explanation 
and  understanding. 

Thus  it  will  not  be  my  purpose  to  take 
an  undue  amount  of  time  in  going  over 
the  various  features  contained  in  the 
bill.  Let  me  break  the  bill  down  into 
three  categories,  and  discuss  each  of 
these  categories  briefly  with  you  today. 

To  me  the  bill  has  a  threefold  pur- 
pose. First  it  improves  the  benefit  pro- 
visions of  old-age  survivors  and  disa- 
bility insurance,  it  improves  the  cover- 
age provision  and  it  improves  the  financ- 
ing provision  of  the  system. 

I.   IMPROVEMENT   OP  BENEFIT   PROVISIONS ' 
BENEFIT  INCREASE 

First,  the  bill  provides  for  an  across- 
the-board  benefit  increase  of  5  percent 
for  all  persons  now  on  the  benefit  rolls 
and  for  all  future  beneficiaries.  The 
last  across-the-board  increase  in  social 
security  benefits  was  in  1958.  As  we 
know,  there  have  been  significant 
changes  in  the  economy  since  that  date, 
not  only  with  respect  to  prices  and 
wages  but  also  with  respect  to  other  as- 
pects. Under  the  bill,  for  workers  re- 
tiring at  age  65  or  who  have  retired  with 
average  monthly  earnings  of  $400  or  less, 
monthly  payments  would  range  from  $42 
to  $133.40  for  primary  beneficiaries,  as 
compared  with  $40  to  $127  under  pres- 
ent law.  In  the  future,  primary  benefits 
ranging  up  to  $143.40  would  be  payable 
to  people  who  retire,  as  a  result  of  the 
5-percent  benefit  increase  in  combina- 
tion with  the  increase  in  the  earnings 
base. 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill 
would  raise  the  existing  ceiling  on  fam- 
ily benefits  payable  on  a  worker's  earn- 
ings from  a  $254  maximum  to  $281.20 
maximum,  at  the  $400  average  earnings 
level.  In  the  future,  the  maximum 
family  benefit  would  go  as  high  as  $300, 
as  the  new  earnings  base  comes  into 
effect  in  combination  with  the  5 -percent 
benefit  increase. 

We  estimate  that  approximately  20 
million  beneficiaries  would  be  affected  by 
this  across-the-board  benefit  increase 
and  that  for  the  first  full  year,  1965, 
approximately  $925  million  in  addition- 
al benefits  will  be  payable.  This  ben- 
efit increase  will  be  payable  with  respect 
to  the  second  calendar  month  following 
the  date  of  enactment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  passing  on  from 
this  matter  of  the  5-percent  across-the- 
board  increase,  let  me  call  attention  to  a 
situation  that  exists  and  about  which 
some  of  you  have  heard  from  those  who 


may  be  beneficiaries,  for  example,  of 
a  veteran's  pension. 

It  is  entirely  possible,  as  has  been  the 
case  in  the  past,  that  this  increase  in 
social  security  benefits  can  result  in  a  re- 
duction or  lose  of  a  small  number  of 
pensions  which  are  being  paid  to  some 
of  the  veterans  within  your  area.  I  want 
it  clear  in  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  there  is  nothing  in  this  legislation, 
there  is  nothing  in  the  Social  Security 
Act  itself,  there  is  nothing  within  the 
province  and  jurisdiction  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means,  that  can 
be  done  about  this  situation. 

Here  is  the  way  it  works.  Under  the 
laws  governing  the  payment  of  pensions 
to  veterans  of  our  wars  there  ,  is  a  dollar 
amount  fixed  with  respect  to  the  income 
that  a  veteran  may  have  in  order  to  be 
entitled  to  draw  such  a  pension.  A  vet- 
eran, for  example,  may  be  just  below  that 
ceiling  right  now.  Any  additional 
amount  that  he  receives  from  social  se- 
curity could  well  put  him  above  that 
amount,  because  the  veteran's  laws  re- 
quire the  inclusion  in  his  income,  for  the 
purposes  of  determining  eligibility  for  a 
pension,  of  those  amounts  which  he  re- 
ceives from  social  security.  But,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  repeat,  if  anything  is  to  be 
done  about  it  it  must  be  done  through 
some  source  other  than  a  bill  originat- 
ing from  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  because  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  has  absolutely  no  jurisdiction 
in  that  area. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  BOW.  This  has  been  called  to  my 
attention  by  many  constituents,  a  num- 
ber of  them  who  are  going  to  lose  up  to 
$171  a  year  by  the  passage  of  this  act. 
My  question  is,  Is  this  legislation  that 
would  have  to  be  taken  care  of  by  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes,  it  would  have  to  come 
from  the  Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs, 
which  has  jurisdiction  over  veterans' 
laws. 

Mr.  BOW.  Is  there  any  way  I  can  es- 
timate how  many  such  people  in  the 
country  are  going  to  be  adversely  af- 
fected by  this  bill?  We  are  trying  to 
help  these  people. 

Mr.  MILLS.  On  the  basis  of  what  has 
happened  in  the  past,  and  this  was  the 
situation,  for  example,  with  the  social 
security  increase  we  enacted  in  1958, 
which  was  the  last  increase  we  had  in 
social  security  benefits,  the  number 
would  be  a  small  fraction  of  those  pres- 
ently drawing  benefits  under  social  secu- 
rity, who  are  also  receiving  veterans' 
pensions,  but  I  have  no  idea  what  that 
number  might  be. 

Mr.  BOW.  I  am  sure  it  is  not  the 
gentleman's  intention  or  that  of  his  com- 
mittee today  to  work  a  hardship  on  these 
people. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Certainly  not. 

Mr.  BOW.  I  would  think  that  cer- 
tainly before  this  Congress  adjourns  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  should 
have  some  legislation  in  here  to  protect 
those  people. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  would  certainly  not 
want  to  be  in  a  position  of  telling  any 


other  committee  of  Congress  what  they 
should  do,  but  I  did  want  to  call  this  to 
the  attention  of  the  House. 

Mr.  SECREST.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  SECREST.  The  staff  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  is  draw- 
ing up  different  proposals  in  an  attempt 
to  see  that  veterans  are  not  hurt  by  the 
raise  in  this  bill.  I  have  one  veteran  in 
my  district  who  gets  an  $8  raise,  and 
that  would  take  away  all  his  pension. 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  is  right  in  some 
cases,  I  understand. 

Mr.  SECREST.  I  am  aware  of  it.  I 
have  talked  to  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Teague]  several  times.  He 
will  be  back  tomorrow.  I  cannot 
speak  for  the  whole  committee,  but  I  do 
know  the  staff  is  already  working  on  it. 
I  think  this  legislation  should  be  enacted 
before  we  adjourn. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Maybe  it  will  be. 

Mr.  BOW.  I  have  a  constituent  who 
will  get  a  $4  increase  under  this  bill  and 
by  reason  of  this  $4  increase  he  will  lose 
$171  a  year. 

Mr.  SECREST.  If  I  felt  the  Veterans' 
Committee  would  not  do  something 
about  that  I  would  vote  against  this 
bill. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Bear  this  in  mind,  what 
we  are  talking  about  are  certainly  a  very 
small  number  of  individuals  compared 
to  the  total  of  20  million  people  who  will 
be  benefited  by  the  increase  that  we  will 
provide  if  this  legislation  is  enacted. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  was 
just  going  to  mention  the  very  point  that 
the  Chairman  has  made.  I  think  it  has 
to  be  understood  that  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  in  considering  this  leg- 
islation had  this  concern  relative  to  the 
20  million  people  who  receive  benefits 
under  the  Social  Security  Act  and  were 
limited  to  doing  justice  to  those  people 
as  a  group  irrespective  of  whether  they 
are  veterans  or  widows  or  dependent 
children  or  whatever  the  category  might 
be.  This  bill  is  designed  to  do  justice 
by  that  group.  Now  if  some  individual 
problem  arises  as  a  result  of  conflict  with 
the  Veterans'  Administration  and  its 
programs  that  is  entirely  within  the  jur- 
isdiction of  another  committee,  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs,  and 
they  are  the  ones  who  have  it  within 
their  jurisdiction  to  take  care  of  that 
problem.  We  could  not  do  that  even  if 
we  wanted  to  since  it  does  not  come 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  our  commit- 
tee. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Our  friend,  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin,  would  agree  that 
we  really  would  have  been  in  very  great 
trouble  had  we  said  that  these  benefits 
and  these  increases  are  applicable  to 
everybody  except  somebody  who  is  a  vet- 
eran of  one  of  our  wars  and  drawing 
some  emolument  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment; then  there  really  would  have 
been  a  shower  of  protests. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  MniS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  DENTON.  I  am  very  interested  in 
this  question  and  I  am  glad  that  the 
Committee  on  Veterans'  Affairs  is  going 
to  deal  with  it.  But  could  not  your  com- 
mittee put  in  a  provision  that  it  would 
be  optional  on  the  part  of  a  person  as  to 
whether  he  would  accept  this  increase? 
If  the  person  did  not  want  to  accept  this 
increase,  they  do  not  have  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  MILLS.  No,  my  understanding 
is  that  under  the  veterans'  laws,  if  an 
individual  is  entitled  to  a  certain  amount 
of  income  whether  he  draws  it  or  not 
that  income  is  considered  for  the  pur- 
pose of  establishing  eligibility  to  the 
pension.  That  is  my  understanding  of 
the  situation  as  I  read  the  law. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DENTON.  Under  the  provisions 
of  the  social  security  law,  if  a  person 
does  not  want  to  accept  certain  in- 
creases, he  does  not  have  to.  I  know  of 
a  number  of  cases  where  they  have  not 
accepted  an  increase  and  secured  a  pen- 
sion. 

Mr.  MILLS.  It  might  be  possible  for  a 
person  to  refuse  to  apply  for  benefits.  I 
know  that  a  person  does  not  have  to  ap- 
ply for  a  benefit  unless  he  wants  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  pass  on  to  an- 
other matter. 

TRANSITIONAL  INSURED  STATUS  FOR  PEOPLE  NOW 
AT  ADVANCED  AGES 

The  bill  would  provide  for  limited  ben- 
efits for  certain  aged  individuals  who 
have  some  social  security  coverage  but 
not  enough  to  meet  the  minimum  re- 
quired by  existing  law. 

As  you  will  recall,  in  every  case  under 
existing  law  it  is  necessary  that  an  in- 
dividual have  at  least  six  quarters  of 
social  security  coverage  in  order  to  be- 
come eligible  for  any  benefits.  There  is 
also  the  basic  requirement  that  a  per- 
son have  one  quarter  of  covered  work  for 
each  calendar  year  elapsing  after  1950 
and  up  to  the  year  he  reaches  age  65 — 
62  for  women. 

Under  the  bill  which  is  now  before 
you,  a  new  concept  of  "transitional  in- 
sured status"  is  provided  so  that  the 
oldest  workers  who  did  not  have  an  op- 
portunity to  obtain  the  six  quarters  of 
coverage  prior  to  their  retirement  would 
be  permitted,  if  they  meet  the  other  qual- 
ifications, to  qualify  with  only  three  quar- 
ters of  coverage. 

To  be  eligible  under  this  provision,  an 
individual  would  have  to  meet  the  cov- 
erage requirements  laid  out  in  the  bill 
and  also  would  have  to  have  attained  the 
age  of  72.  The  provision  would  apply 
not  only  with  respect  to  men  and  women 
work«rs  who  had  a  wage  record  of  their 
own,  but  also  to  wives  of  a  worker  who 
qualifies,  and  to  widows  who  are  aged 
72  and  over  in  1965  if  their  husbands 
died  or  reached  age  65  in  1954  or  earlier 
and  had  at  least  three  quarters  of  cover- 
age. Under  present  law,  at  least  six 
quarters  of  coverage  are  required  in  such 
circumstances. 

The  people  who  are  now  up  in  their 
seventies  and  older  and  who  are  not  now 
eligible  for  benefits  are  generally  people 
who  would  now  be  getting  benefits  but 


for  the  fact  that  they,  or  the  family 
breadwinners  on  whom  they  were  de- 
pendent, retired  or  died  before  their  jobs 
were  covered  under  the  social  security 
program.  Virtually  all  people  reaching 
age  65  in  the  future  will  be  insured  un- 
der the  program  and  eligible  for  bene- 
fits when  they  retire.  We  believe  that, 
for  those  people  who  are  now  well  along 
in  years — men  who  were  65  or  over  and 
women  who  were  62  or  over  in  1954 — and 
who  do  not  meet  the  six-quarters-of -cov- 
erage minimum  requirement  in  the  pres- 
ent law,  a  minimum  requirement  of  three 
quarters  of  coverage  is  entirely  reason- 
able and  adequate ;  this  requirement  cor- 
responds to  the  requirement  that  a  per- 
son work  about  one-fourth  of  the  time 
after  1950  and  up  to  the  year  he  reaches 
age  65 — 62  for  women — or,  in  this  case, 
1954. 

Since  the  social  security  program  could 
not  have  been  effective  in  its  early  years 
if  a  substantial  record  of  covered  work 
had  been  required  from  the  beginning, 
eligibility  requirements  were  established 
so  that  the  program  could  become  effec- 
tive promptly  on  the  assumption  that  a 
person  who  had  been  in  covered  work, 
even  if  for  only  a  relatively  short  time, 
after  that  work  was  brought  into  cover- 
age had  been  employed  in  that  work  be- 
fore coverage  was  extended.  The  eligi- 
bility requirements  provided  under  the 
bill  grow  out  of  this  same  reasoning  and 
are  designed  to  increase  the  present  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  program  with  regard 
to  those  people  who  were  already  old  in 
the  1950's  when  the  coverage  of  the  pro- 
gram was  widely  extended.  We  believe 
that,  for  these  people,  three-quarters  of 
coverage  is  a  strong  enough  indication 
of  attachment  to  covered  work  or  that  it 
can  be  presumed  that  they  have  experi- 
enced a  loss  of  earnings  in  covered  em- 
ployment. 

The  benefits  provided  under  this  pro- 
vision of  the  bill  will  be  of  substantial 
help  to  many  of  our  oldest — and  some 
of  our  poorest — citizens,  who,  through  no 
fault  of  their  own,  have  had  very  little 
opportunity  to  qualify  for  social  security 
benefits  in  the  past. 

We  estimate  that  approximately 
600,000  additional  individuals  would  be- 
come eligible  for  benefits  in  1965  under 
this  provision  and  that  such  benefits  for 
1965  would  total  about  $250  million. 
This  provision  would  be  effective  for  the 
second  month  after  the  month  of  enact- 
ment. 

PAYMENT   OF   CHILD'S   BENEFITS   AFTER   AGE  18 
TO    CHILDREN    ATTENDING  SCHOOL 

Next,  the  bill  would  provide  for  the 
payment  of  benefits  to  a  child  after  he 
attains  age  18  and  until  he  attains  age 
22  if  he  is  attending  school.  Over  the 
years  the  widowed  mothers  of  children 
getting  social  security  benefits,  as  well 
as  organizations  concerned  with  the  wel- 
fare of  children,  have  persistently  sought 
such  a  change  in  the  law,  and  the  volume 
of  their  requests  has  grown  with  the 
passing  years. 

Increasingly  the  educational  require- 
ments set  by  employers  are  being  up- 
graded as  industrial  processes  become 
more  technical  and  complex.  Many  jobs 
now  require  a  college  degree,  even  more 
require  some  level  of  training  beyond 


high  school,  and  a  high  school  diploma 
or  vocational  school  training  is  a  mini- 
mum requirement  for  most  jobs.  The 
idea  that  a  child  is  necessarily  able  to 
earn  his  own  living  when  he  becomes  18 
and  is  no  longer  dependent  may  have 
been  valid  in  1939,  when  child's  benefits 
were  first  provided  under  social  security ; 
it  is  definitely  not  valid  today.  Under 
present  conditions  a  child  over  18  who  is 
in  school  is  a  dependent;  and  he  should 
continue  to  get  social  security  benefits 
so  that  he  may  be  better  prepared  to  be 
independent  in  his  later  years. 

The  provisions  of  the  bill  for  the  pay- 
ment of  child's  benefits  beyond  age  18 
have  been  carefully  designed  so  that 
benefits  will  be  paid  only  where  the  child 
is  a  full-time  student  in  an  approved  ed- 
ucational institution — though  he  can  be 
getting  vocational  training  rather  than 
an  academic  college  course.  Benefits  will 
stop  when  the  child  is  no  longer  a  full- 
time  student  or  when  he  reaches  age  22. 
Since  about  half  of  the  children  gradu- 
ating from  high  school  are  under  18, 
many  beneficiary  children  will  be  able  to 
complete  a  4-year  college  course  before 
their  benefits  are  stopped  at  age  22;  and, 
of  course,  those  who  cannot  now  get 
benefits  long  enough  to  complete  high 
school  will  be  able  to  do  so  under  the 
bill. 

Under  present  law  a  wife  or  widow  who 
is  caring  for  a  child  under  age  18  or  for 
a  disabled  child  over  18  can  get  mother's 
benefits  even  though  she  is  under  age  62. 
These  benefits  are  paid  because  the 
mother  may  need  to  remain  at  home  to 
care  for  her  child  rather  than  taking 
work  outside  the  home.  The  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  gave  sympathetic 
consideration  to  the  possibility  of  con- 
tinuing the  mother's  benefits  as  long  as 
she  has  a  child  in  school  and  getting 
benefits  but  concluded  that  it  could  not 
justify  using  social  security  funds  for 
this  purpose.  At  18  a  child  who  is  not  dis- 
abled does  not  need  his  mother's  full- 
time  care  and  her  responsibility  for  the 
child  does  not  prevent  her  from  taking 
employment.  The  bill  therefore  would 
not  provide  for  the  payment  of  mother's 
benefits  when  the  only  child  in  a  mother's 
care  is  over  age  18  and  getting  benefits 
because  he  is  in  school. 

It  is  estimated  that  275,000  children 
aged  18  through  21  will  be  eligible  for 
benefits  under  the  bill  during  the  first 
year  after  enactment.  Benefit  payments 
to  these  children  will  be  about  $175  mil- 
lion in  the  first  year. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  The  gentleman 
has  referred  to  continued  benefits  for 
this  group  of  youngsters  between  the 
ages  of  18  and  21.  Are  there  provisions 
which  will  allow  those  who  have  been 
cut  from  the  benefit  rolls  in  this  interim 
period,  because  of  reaching  age  18,  to 
be  reinstated? 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  gentleman  is  cor- 
rect; there  are  such  provisions;  they 
would  be  reinstated  so  long  as  such  chil- 
dren are  in  school  up  until  age  22. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  MILLS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  In  regard  to  payments 
available  up  to  the  age  of  22,  in  the 
event  a  person  is  enrolled  in  a  school, 
will  such  a  person  be  eligible  for  a  loan 
for  education  under  the  National  De- 
fense Education  Act?  Will  there  be  a 
duplication? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  do  not  recall  at  the 
moment  as  to  what  the  provisions  are 
with  respect  to  national  defense  educa- 
tion loans.  There  is  nothing  in  this 
bill,  as  such,  which  would  prevent  them 
from  being  eligible  for  such  loans. 

Mr.  NELSEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
another  provision  which  had  a  great  deal 
of  appeal  to  me.  I  had  some  personal 
experience  with  constituents  who 
brought  it  to  my  attention  and  made 
me  feel  it  was  a  desirable  thing  to  do. 
It  has  to  do  with  widows. 

PAYMENT    OF    WIDOW'S    BENEFITS   AT  YOUNGER 
AGES 

The  bill  will  make  another  significant 
improvement  in  the  protection  the  social 
security  program  provides  by  lowering 
from  62  to  60  the  age  at  which  a  widow 
can  start  getting  benefits  based  on  her 
husband's  earnings.  The  benefits  pay- 
able to  widows  who  start  getting  them 
before  age  62  will  be  actuarially  re- 
duced— reduced  under  the  same  prin- 
ciple that  applies  now  to  old-age,  wife's, 
and  husband's  benefits  that  start  before 
age  65 — to  an  amount  which,  paid  over 
the  longer  period  of  time,  will  on  the 
average  result  in  the  same  total  benefits 
that  would  have  been  paid  if  the  bene- 
fits had  not  begun  until  age  62.  The 
maximum  reduction  will  be  13  y3  percent 
off  the  amount  that  would  be  payable  to 
the  widow  at  age  62.  The  reduction  in 
the  benefits  will  be  enough  so  that  over 
the  long  run  there  will  be  no  additional 
cost  to  the  social  security  system;  the 
reduced  benefit  amounts  will,  though,  be 
high  enough  so  that  they  can  make  a 
significant  difference  in  the  lives  of  the 
widows  age  60  and  61  who  will  get  them. 
It  is  estimated  that  under  this  provision 
about  180,000  widows  age  60  and  61  will 
get  benefits  within  the  first  full  year 
of  operation.  This  will  total  $150  in 
1965. 

The  widows  who  will  get  benefits  be- 
fore age  62  generally  will  be  women 
whose  husbands  died  before  drawing 
retirement  benefits  and  after  having 
contributed  over  the  years  to  the  social 
security  program ;  many  of  these  women 
spent  most  of  their  lives  keeping  house 
and  rearing  children.  When  they  are 
widowed  in  their  late  fifties  or  early 
sixities,  many  of  them  find  themselves 
without  regular  current  money  income, 
utterly  unprepared  either  by  experience 
or  training  to  go  out  and  find  work  and 
become  self-supporting — particularly  in 
a  labor  market  that  does  not  welcome 
even  the  older  woman  who  has  recent 
work  experience.  A  woman  whose  life 
has  been  in  the  home  and  who  is  near- 
ing  or  has  reached  age  60  when  she  is 
widowed  just  cannot  be  expected  to  be- 
come, perhaps  for  the  first  time  in  her 
life,  independent  and  self-supporting; 
she  often  has  to  ask  her  children  for 
money,  or  appeal  to  welfare  for  help. 


COVERAGE  EXTENSIONS  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr.  Chairman,  several  changes  are 
made  to  improve  the  coverage  provisions 
of  existing  law.  Basically,  these  provi- 
sions are  in  the  form  of  extension  of 
coverage  so  as  to  make  coverage  under 
the  act  more  universal  in  nature. 

COVERAGE    OF  DOCTORS 

First,  to  complete  coverage  of  profes- 
sional groups,  the  bill  provides  for  the 
coverage  of  physicians  who  are  self- 
employed,  and  interns.  Physicians  are 
the  only  remaining  group  of  self- 
employed  of  any  size  who  are  not  cov- 
ered. As  Members  may  recall,  similar 
action  was  taken  by  the  House  in  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1960  but 
was  stricken  in  the  other  body  and  did 
not  become  part  of  that  act.  The  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  has  been  re- 
quested by  many  individual  physicians 
to  cover  their  group  under  this  act.  It 
should  be  pointed  out  that  approxi- 
mately half  of  the  doctors  already  have 
some  form  of  coverage  as  a  result  of 
either  their  military  service  or  their  em- 
ployment in  the  capacity  of  an  employee. 
Approximately  170,000  doctors  and  in- 
terns would  be  involved  in  this  provision. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  feeling  of  the 
other  body  would  be  with  respect  to 
coverage  of  doctors,  but  we  do  bring  it 
to  you.  Those  who  are  on  the  committee 
supporting  this  matter  felt  that  there 
was  sufficient  justification  for  the  action, 
and  in  their  own  minds  they  thought 
that  doctors  should  be  brought  under 
this  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  was  that  justifi- 
cation? 

Mr.    MILLS.    The    justification  for 
bringing  them  under? 
Mr.  GROSS.  Yes. 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  they  are  the  only 
remaining  self-employed  group  that  are 
not  under  social  security,  among  other 
things.  Also  several  State  medical  asso- 
ciations wanted  coverage  including  some 
in  the  larger  States. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  5  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  another  provi- 
sion in  the  bill  that  has  caused  some  dis- 
cussion, and  that  has  to  do  with  the 
coverage  of  tips  for  wages  for  social 
security  purposes. 

COVERAGE  OF  TIPS 

The  bill  includes  in  the  definition  of 
"wages"  for  social  security  purposes  the 
cash  tips  received  by  an  employee 
whether  directly  from  customers  or 
through  the  employer.  It  should  be  un- 
derstood that  this  applies  only  to  the 
cash  tips  which  are  reported  by  the  em- 
ployee in  writing  to  his  employer.  To 
avoid  requiring  employees  and  employ- 
ers to  report  small  amounts  of  tips  that 
might  be  burdensome  on  employers,  tips 
received  by  an  employee  which  do  not 
amount  to  a  total  of  $20  a  month  in  con- 
nection with  work  for  any  one  employer 
would  not  be  covered  and  would  not  be 
reported.    The  employer  would  be  re- 


sponsible for  collecting  the  employee's 
share  of  the  social  security  taxes,  pay- 
ing his  own  share  of  the  tax,  and  includ- 
ing the  tips  with  his  report  of  wages 
only  if  the  employee  reported  in  writing 
the  tips  to  him  within  10  days  after  the 
end  of  the  month  in  which  the  tips  were 
received.  There  would  be  no  withhold- 
ing of  income  tax  by  employer  on  tips. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  provision  of  the 
bill  has  been  designed  to  meet  the  prin- 
cipal objections  which  were  raised  by 
some  of  the  employer  groups  as  to  the 
administrative  problems  which  might  be 
encountered  in  this  regard. 

This  provision  would  make  improved 
social  security  protection  possible  for 
more  than  a  million  employees  and  their 
families. 

Let  us  take  a  case  or  assume  a  case 
where  an  employer  pays  a  waitress  $20 
a  week  as  salary.  The  waitress  reports 
to  the  employer  that  in  addition  to  this 
amount  she  has  received  in  wages,  she 
has  also  received  $20  in  tips.  The  em- 
ployer then  would  withhold  the  social 
security  tax  that  this  employee  would 
owe  and  pay  his  own  tax  as  employer  of 
this  person  on  the  $40,  that  is,  the  $20 
he  paid  her  and  the  $20  in  tips  that  the 
waitress  reported.  That  amount  for  the 
employee  would  be  withheld  from  the  $20 
that  the  employer  pays  to  the  waitress. 
If  the  amount  that  the  employer  pays 
to  the  waitress  does  not  equal  the  amount 
of  withholding,  then  the  employer  is  not 
required  to  withhold  from  any  other 
moneys  in  his  possession.  It  is  up  to  the 
employee  to  turn  over  to  the  employer 
the  employee's  share  of  the  tax  in  this 
case.  If  the  employee  has  not  told  the 
truth  and  in  this  example  actually  has 
received  $50  in  tip  income  in  the  place 
of  $20,  there  is  no  further  responsibility 
whatsoever  on  the  employer.  The  em- 
ployee then,  when  detected  by  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Service  for  not  having 
properly  paid  tax,  would  have  to  pay  the 
social  security  tax  that  the  employee 
owed  plus  the  social  security  tax  that 
the  employer  was  to  pay,  both  of  them, 
to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service.  It  is 
in  the  form  of  a  penalty  for  failure  prop- 
erly to  report  to  the  employer.  The  em- 
ployer, in  other  words,  is  relieved  of  any 
responsibility  whatsoever  except  to  with- 
hold the  social  security  tax  that  the 
employee  owes  on  what  the  employee 
says  is  the  amount  of  the  tips.  Keep 
that  in  mind. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes.  I  will  be  glad  to 
yield. 

Mr.  BECKER.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  and  the  committee  for  putting 
this  in  the  bill.  The  gentleman  in  the 
well  knows  that  I  talked  to  him  about 
this  for  the  last  3  or  4  years  as  being  one 
of  the  great  inequities  of  the  social  secu- 
rity system.  Waiters  have  been  deprived 
of  having  been  able  to  receive  the  full 
benefits  under  the  law  because  they  have 
had  to  pay  income  tax  on  the  tips  with- 
out being  able  to  get  benefits  from  the 
social  security  provisions.  I  think  this 
is  one  of  the  inequities.  There  are  sev- 
eral others  I  have  worked  on  before,  but 
I  do  commend  the  committee  for  getting 
this  in  the  bill. 


196b 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


16675 


Mr.  MILLS.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's statement. 

Mr.  BROMWELL.  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman. 

Mr.  BROMWELL.  I  would  like  to  pro- 
pound briefly  a  question  to  the  gentle- 
man in  the  well  as  to  the  reasons  that 
lie  behind  the  inclusion  of  physicians. 
Physicians  in  social  security  and  perhaps 
other  classes  now  covered  do  not  seem 
to  me  to  go  together.  The  physicians 
probably  have  twice  as  much  income  on 
the  average  as  other  people.  To  say  that 
they  are  included  simply  because  they 
are  the  only  ones  left  out  does  not  seem 
to  me  to  be  the  kind  of  logic  that  the 
gentleman  usually  advances  in  the  de- 
fense of  bills. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's observation;  however,  there  are 
other  reasons,  if  the  gentleman  wants 
me  to  give  them,  for  the  inclusion  of 
physicians. 

Mr.  BROMWELL.  I  would  like  to 
hear  them. 

Mr.  MILLS.  First,  let  me  ask:  Why 
should  they  not  be  included?  Let  me 
reverse  the  question. 

Mr.  BROMWELL.  I  would  be  glad  to 
give  you  my  answer. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Remember  that  lawyers, 
engineers,  accountants,  architects,  every- 
body else  who  is  classed  as  a  professional 
individual,  who  is  following  a  profession 
in  life  and  who  may  or  may  not  ever 
retire,  and  who  may  work  all  their  lives, 
are  all  covered — so  why  should  the  in- 
dividual who  is  in  the  practice  of  medi- 
cine not  be  included  where  all  others 
are  included?  We  certainly  hear  no  ob- 
jections from  these  others  these  days. 
That  is  what  disturbed  the  majority  of 
the  committee.  Very  frankly,  I  did  not 
offer  the  amendment  that  included  them. 
There  were  several  of  these  amendments 
I  did  not  offer.  But  I  can  understand 
this,  that  there  are  advantages  to  a 
physician  and  an  intern  being  under 
social  security  that  many  of  them  may 
have  overlooked. 

The  gentleman  perhaps  is  thinking  in 
terms  solely  of  the  retirement  of  a  phy- 
sician. Every  doctor  I  have  ever  known 
in  the  area  I  have  represented  out  in  the 
country  never  seems  to  retire.  As  long 
as  he  can  pick  up  that  black  bag  and 
go  see  somebody  he  does  not  retire,  in 
my  country.  He  may  never  retire.  He 
may  not  get  any  benefit  out  of  social 
security  through  his  retirement  between 
the  ages  of  65  and  72.  But  he  does  not 
have  to  be  retired  at  72  in  order  to  get 
benefits.  He  does  not  have  to  be  retired 
then. 

I  think  some  people  overlook  the  ad- 
vantage that  comes  to  an  individual  from 
being  under  social  security  due  to  the 
survivorship  provisions  of  social  security. 
Do  we  have  any  certainty  that  a  doctor 
entering  the  practice  of  medicine,  after 
having  engaged  in  that  practice  for  as 
little  as  18  months  and  having  perhaps 
a  family,  a  v/ife  and  two  or  three  chil- 
dren, will  continue  to  live?  With  as 
little  as  18  months  of  coverage  his  wife 
and  children  can  become  eligible  for 
benefits.  Do  we  know  that  he  has  a 
longer  life  expectancy  than  anybody  in 


any  other  profession?  I  think  many 
have  overlooked  the  survivorship  part  of 
this  whole  system,  because  a  doctor's 
family  may  be  just  as  much  in  need  of 
survivorship  benefits,  depending  upon 
when  the  doctor  dies,  as  a  man  in  my 
own  profession,  a  lawyer's  family  might 
be,  depending  upon  when  he  died  and 
many  have  overlooked  the  disability 
benefits. 

I  think  these  other  benefits  are  being 
overlooked  completely  by  those  who  say 
that  there  is  no  merit  or  justification  in 
certain  people,  by  employment  cate- 
gories, being  put  under  social  security. 
They  must  think  in  terms  of  retirement 
benefits  only  and  these  are  available 
after  age  72  whether  a  person  retires  or 
not. 

Mr.  BROMWELL.  I  might  admit  for 
the  sake  of  argument  that  there  is  some 
justification  to  include  everybody  in  the 
system. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Everybody  is  under  so- 
cial security  today  except  the  category 
of  Federal  employees,  practically  speak- 
ing. That  is  the  truth  of  it.  Everybody 
but  doctors  and  Federal  employees  are 
included.  I  stated  I  did  not  offer  this 
amendment  and  I  would  not  have  offered 
it,  perhaps,  because  the  doctors  in  my 
own  State  are  about  8  or  10  to  1  against 
it.  But  I  can  understand  the  justifi- 
cation felt  by  other  members  of  the  com- 
mittee in  putting  this  provision  in.  And 
frankly,  I  am  not  at  ail  displeased  that 
we  have  it  in  a  bill  that  bears  my  name. 
I  am  not  ashamed  of  it  by  any  means. 

As  far  as  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  is  concerned  I  generally  go  along 
with  the  thinking  of  the  majority  of 
them  as  being  a  wise  decision. 

Mr.  BROMWELL.  I  would  like  to 
make  this  observation  which  pertains 
to  the  purposes  of  the  social  security 
system. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Very  well. 

Mr.  BROMWELL.  This  system,  in  my 
opinion,  was  not  devised,  at  least  it  is 
not  at  its  best,  when  it  purports  to  offer 
fundamental  old-age  disability  survivor- 
ship protection  to  the  people  who  are 
earning  the  most  in  the  country,  any 
more  than  it  is  at  its  best  when  it  re- 
strains the  horse  of  an  Amish  farmer. 
There  is  this  element  of  across-the-board 
compulsion  which,  in  my  opinion,  is  the 
great  weakness  of  the  system. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  has  again  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  myself  2  addi- 
tional minutes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Do  I  understand  that  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Bromwell]  is  opposed 
to  the  system  of  social  security? 

Mr.  BROMWELL.  Of  course  not,  the 
gentleman  knows  better  than  to  ask  that 
question. 

Mr.  MILLS.  All  right;  if  it  is  good  for 
everybody  in  the  United  States,  with  the 
few  faults  that  my  friend  sees  in  it,  as 
well  as  faults  I  see  in  it,  then  why  is  it 
not  equally  good  for  these  groups  we 
are  bringing  under  it,  remembering  that 
many  doctors  want  it? 

Why  can  we  continue  to  say  to  some 
that  you  can  be  under  it,  but  here  are 
a  few  who  will  not  be  under  it? 


Mr.  BROMWELL.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  I  believe  you  mis- 
understood my  question.  I  said,  of 
course,  that  I  was  not  opposed  to  the 
system.  Likewise,  I  do  not  agree  with 
your  statement  that  it  is  good  for  every- 
one. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  did  not  say  that.  I  said 
if  it  is  good  for  everyone  except  this 
group,  why  is  it  not  good  for  this  group? 

Mr.  BROMWELL.  I  might  not  go  so 
far  as  to  say  that  it  is  good  for  every- 
body except  this  group. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Everyone  is  under  it, 
the  rich  and  the  poor,  depending  upon 
what  they  may  earn,  up  to  a  certain 
amount,  except  the  people  who  are  pres- 
ently employed  as  civil  service  employees 
in  the  Federal  Government,  some  few 
policemen  and  firemen,  and  we  come  to 
those  groups  next. 

Mr.  BROMWELL.  I  do  not  conceive 
of  this  as  a  system  to  protect  the  rich, 
and  I  see  no  reason  why  it  should. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  certainly  do  not  con- 
ceive of  it  as  being  a  system  to  protect 
the  rich,  and  I  will  advise  the  gentleman 
that  I  did  not  so  state. 

If  it  were  a  system  to  protect  the  rich, 
it  would  permit  the  rich  to  pay  on  the 
full  amount  of  their  income  and  draw 
fabulous,  large  benefits. 

It  is  limited  in  its  application  to  the 
first  $4,800  under  present  law. 

The  rich  receive  no  more  from  having 
paid  in  that  first  $4,800  than  the  man 
whose  total  income  is  $4,800. 

I  am  surprised  that  the  gentleman 
would  discuss  here  that  kind  of  situation, 
because  it  is  just  not  borne  out  by  the 
facts. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Arkansas  has  again  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  myself  5  addi- 
tional minutes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Jennings]. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  is  it 
not  true  that  we  have  a  number  of  doc- 
tors, both  individually  and  through  their 
societies  in  their  States,  who  asked  to  be 
included  under  the  social  security  provi- 
sions? 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  is  what  a  lot  of  the 
members  of  the  committee  stated. 
However,  as  I  stated,  the  majority  of 
doctors  in  my  district  told  me  they  did 
not  want  it. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  it  is  my  understanding 
that  a  number  of  State  medical  societies 
asked  for  coverage  of  doctors.  Is  it  not 
also  the  fact  that  many  of  the  doctors 
have  partial  or  full  coverage  as  a  result 
of  their  military  service  or  some  other 
covered  occupation? 

Mr.  MILLS.  It  is  true  that  a  doctor 
can  be  under  social  security  today  if  he 
happens  to  have  farm  income  or  other 
covered  income,  and  many  of  them  do. 

Mr.  JENNINGS.    That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLS.  It  is  true  that  a  doctor 
can  be  under  social  security  today  if  he 
happens  to  be  an  employee  of  a  hospital 
drawing  a  salary  from  the  hospital. 
There  are  a  number  of  ways  in  which  a 
doctor  can  today  be  covered.   He  is  just 
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not  covered  with  respect  to  the  income 
he  makes  as  a  self-employed  practi- 
tioner of  medicine.  That  is  the  only 
prohibition  in  existing  law  as  to  coverage 
of  doctors. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  would  like  to  go 
back  to  the  tip  question  for  a  minute. 

I  want  to  also  congratulate  the  gentle- 
man for  having  that  provision  in  this 
bill.  However,  I  am  curious  to  know, 
because  I  am  sure  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  knows  we  have  an  interest  in 
the  minimum  wage  bill  on  this  same 
basic  problem  where  either  a  State  has  a 
law  which  specifically  has  a  minimum 
wage  law — let  us  say  New  York,  Cali- 
fornia, or  Pennsylvania — which  gives  to 
the  employer  a  certain  percentage  of  the 
tips  set  out  by  statute  or  regulation  as 
being  a  part  of  the  wage,  whether  auto- 
matically that  part  of  the  tipping  wage 
will  be  included  under  social  security 
provisions? 

Mr.  MILLS.  There  is  nothing  in  here 
that  says  it  can  or  cannot. 

The  significant  thing  is  that  there  is 
nothing  in  here  that  says  it  could  not  be 
done.  I  believe  it  is  possible  within  the 
regulations  developed  in  those  areas 
where  this  applies  that  it  could  be  in- 
cluded within  the  regulations.  The  sit- 
uation as  to  actual  tips  received  prob- 
ably would  have  some  bearing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  pass  on  just 
briefly  now  to  this  matter  of  firemen  and 
policemen,  and  here  again  you  have  been 
told  by  some  that  this  is  a  bad  provision. 
I  have  been  told  that  by  some. 

Now,  let  us  understand  exactly  what 
we  are  doing  here.  Let  us  see  if  it  is  bad 
or  not.  Let  us  see  whether  by  our  action 
we  are  putting  them  under  social  se- 
curity or  not. 

COVERAGE    OP   POLICEMEN   AND  FIREMEN 

The  bill  includes  several  provisions  de- 
signed to  facilitate  employees  of  States 
and  localities. 

The  most  important  State  and  local 
change  removes  the  absolute  exclusion 
contained  in  existing  law  with  respect  to 
firemen  and  policemen.  It  should  be 
understood  that  this  provision  does  not 
cover  a  single  fireman  or  policeman.  It 
simply  makes  it  possible  for  a  State  or 
municipal  government,  if  that  State  or 
municipal  government  so  desires  and  if 
the  coverage  group  itself  so  desires,  to 
extend  coverage  to  such  individuals. 
This  point  should  be  made  very  clear.  It 
would  not  force  any  fireman  or  any 
policeman  or  any  coverage  group  of 
same  to  come  under  the  Social  Security 
Act.  It  is  left,  first,  to  the  affirmative 
action  of  the  State  and/or  municipality ; 
and  second,  to  the  affirmative  action  of  a 
majority  of  the  members  of  the  coverage 
group  itself. 

At  present  only  19  States  which  are 
named  in  the  law  may  provide  social  se- 
curity protection  for  policemen  and  fire- 
men retirement  system  members,  under 
the  voluntary  agreements  between  the 
States  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare. 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
after  careful  consideration,  concluded 


that  there  is  no  justification  for  the  pres- 
ent bar  in  Federal  law  to  social  security 
coverage  of  policemen  and  firemen  re- 
tirement system  members  in  most  States. 
Many  of  these  men  badly  need  social  se- 
curity protection,  especially  the  survivors 
and  disability  protection  of  the  program. 

Present  law  contains  provisions  de- 
signed to  adequately  assure  that  mem- 
bers of  a  State  or  local  retirement-system 
group  will  not  be  covered  against  their 
will.  There  are  basically  two  methods 
of  covering  such  groups.  Under  one 
method  of  providing  coverage,  coverage 
is  extended  only  if  a  majority  of  mem- 
bers vote  in  favor  of  coverage,  and  un- 
der the  other  method — now  available  in 
17  States — coverage  is  extended  to  only 
those  current  members  of  the  retirement 
system  group  who  desire  coverage,  with 
all  future  members  of  the  group  being 
covered  compulsorily.  In  addition,  exist- 
ing law  contains  a  declaration  that  it 
is  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that  the  pro- 
tection afforded  members  of  a  State  or 
local  government  retirement  system 
should  not  be  impaired  as  a  result  of  the 
extension  of  social  security  coverage  to 
members  of  the  system. 

The  present  law  gives  the  States  con- 
siderable latitude  in  the  formation  of 
groups  to  be  brought  under  social  secur- 
ity. Where  a  retirement  system  covers 
employees  of  more  than  one  govern- 
mental unit,  the  State  may  bring  under 
coverage  as  a  single  group  the  employees 
of  any  one  or  more  of  the  governmental 
units.  Also,  where  policemen  and  fire- 
men are  in  a  retirement  system  with 
other  classes  of  employees,  the  police- 
men or  firemen — or  both  together — may 
be  treated  as  if  they  were  members  of 
a  separate  retirement  system. 

In  order  to  provide  an  additional  safe- 
guard for  policemen  and  firemen  under 
retirement  systems,  the  bill  would  amend 
this  latter  provision  to  make  the  provi- 
sion mandatory  rather  than  permissive. 
Thus,  policemen  and  firemen  would  have 
to  be  treated  as  if  they  were  members  of 
a  separate  retirement  system,  and  could 
only  be  covered  separately,  even  in  cases 
where  they  were  actually  in  a  retirement 
system  with  other  employees. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  repeat,  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  could  find  no 
justification  for  continuing  in  Federal 
law  an  absolute  bar  to  coverage  of  these 
groups  when  both;  first,  the  group 
wanted  it;  and  second,  the  State  and/or 
appropriate  local  authority  wanted  it. 

We  also  say,  Mr.  Chairman — and  this 
is  already  in  the  law  pertaining  to  State 
and  local  employees  who  have  a  retire- 
ment system  of  their  own — that  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  if  they  do 
come  under  social  security  that  nothing 
be  done  whatsoever  to  impair  their  own 
pension  system. 

Let  me  ask  you  Members  who  have 
been  besieged  as  I  have  been  besieged  if 
here  again  some  people  are  not  overlook- 
ing one  of  the  most  valuable  aspects 
there  is  to  social  security  from  the  point 
of  view  of  the  individual  and  the  reliev- 
ing of  human  misery?  Is  it  not  possible 
that  there  are  firemen  and  policemen  re- 
tirement systems  in  the  United  States 
that  may  not  provide  adequately  for  sur- 
vivorship in  the  case  of  the  death  of  the 


policeman  or  fireman  not  on  duty?  Are 
we  overlooking  the  value  there  is  existing 
to  survivorship?  There  are  people  at  a 
young  age,  firemen  and  policemen,  who 
lose  their  lives  in  automobile  accidents 
like  other  people,  maybe  in  line  of  duty 
like  other  people.  Theirs  is  far  more 
hazardous  than  other  professions.  But 
are  we  overlooking  the  value  to  them  of 
letting  them  among  themselves  make  the 
choice  as  to  whether  they  may  want  the 
social  security  system  also  which  also  in- 
cludes survivorship  payment  in  the  case 
of  death  and  the  leaving  behind  of  a 
widow  and  small  children  under  18 
years  of  age? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Does  the 
gentleman  not  recognize  that  the  haz- 
ardous occupation  of  policemen  and  fire- 
men is  such  that  you  cannot  classify 
such  individuals  in  the  same  manner  as 
you  do  other  people? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  understand  that  and 
so  stated  earlier. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Did  I  un- 
derstand the  Chairman  to  say  in  those 
States  and  districts  that  have  a  separate 
policeman-fireman  system  for  retire- 
ment, that  this  amendment  does  not  in 
any  manner  whatsoever  affect  those  sys- 
tems? 

Mr.  MILLS.  It  does  not  in  any  way, 
and  we  have  expressed  in  the  law  the 
hope  and  the  desire  that  if  the  people 
come  under  social  security  by  their  own 
choice  nothing  will  happen  that  will  re- 
tard or  diminish  their  existing  systems. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  There  is 
nothing  in  this  that  would  prohibit  any 
city  from  changing  its  own  retirement 
system? 

Mr.  MILLS.  There  is  nothing  today 
to  prohibit  that  as  to  any  State  and 
local  employees  that  may  be  covered. 

The  city  can  do  away  with  its  pension 
today  if  it  wants  to,  so  far  as  the  city  is 
concerned,  but  that  is  not  done,  it  is  not 
anticipated  it  will  be  done.  Anyway, 
bear  this  in  mind:  All  in  the  world  we 
are  doing  is  trying  to  follow  a  demo- 
cratic approach.  If  these  people  want 
social  security,  should  we  forever  bar 
them  even  that  choice?  Can  we  not  trust 
our  great  policemen  and  firemen  of  the 
United  States?  Are  they  not  in  a  posi- 
tion in  which  we  repose  trust  in  them 
day  after  day?  If  they  are,  then  can  we 
not  trust  them  to  exercise  good  judg- 
ment with  respect  to  their  own  welfare? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Is  there 
anything  that  would  prohibit  a  city  coun- 
cil from  offering  social  security  as  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  city's  present  plan? 

Mr.  MILLS.  No,  there  is  not,  and  there 
is  nothing  we  could  do  about  it  if  we 
wanted  to,  because  we  cannot  tell  a  city 
government  what  they  can -do. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  The  gen- 
tleman stated  in  his  explanation  that  be- 
fore any  fireman  or  policeman  can  come 
under  social  security  it  becomes  neces- 
sary to  get  a  majority  vote  of  those  who 
belong  to  the  system. 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  That  is, 
when  the  gentleman  says  "system"  he 
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means  the  policemen  of  a  city  or  the  fire- 
men of  a  city? 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  is  right.  Nobody 
else  can  vote  on  the  question.  Only  the 
policemen  and  firemen  can  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Only  they 
can  vote  on  the  issue? 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  It  must  be 
by  a  majority  vote,  otherwise  they  do  not 
come  under  it? 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Have  you 
explored  the  possibility,  if  they  did  come 
under  the  social  security  system,  of  the 
likelihood  of  the  city's  refusing  its  bene- 
fits or  doing  away  with  their  benefits 
under  the  city  system?  Was  any  con- 
sideration given  by  the  committee  to 
that  possibility? 

Mr.  MILLS.  The  gentleman  contem- 
plates the  city  of  Denver,  where  they 
have  one  of  the  best  police  forces  in  the 
country,  I  know.  I  have  talked  with  him 
about  the  high  caliber  of  the  people 
there.  I  know  he  is  right.  I  know  the 
people  of  Denver,  with  such  leadership 
as  that  which  is  supplied  by  the  gentle- 
man here  in  the  Congress  and  other 
leaders,  are  not  going  to  say  to  those 
highly  competent,  highly  desirable,  and 
highly  trusted  individuals,  "You  have  a 
choice  here.  Vote  yourself  under  social 
security,  but  if  you  vote  yourself  under 
social  security  we  are  going  to  do  away 
with  your  retirement  system."  I  do  not 
think  the  people  of  Denver  would  let 
their  city  government  do  that.  I  think 
my  friend  would  be  out  there  opposing 
it.  We  are  expressing  our  desire  in  the 
law  that  this  not  be  done.  We  are  say- 
ing everything  we  can  say  that  these 
communities  should  not  abolish  their 
systems.  We  want  them  to  come  under 
social  security  if  they  want  it,  but  not  to 
be  deprived  of  the  other  benefits,  but  to 
enjoy  both. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  When  the 
original  amendment  to  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  was  passed  permitting  the  city 
employees  to  come  in  we  had  city  em- 
ployees other  than  firemen. 

Mr.  MILLS.  That  is  right.  They 
could  have  voted  themselves  in  at  that 
time. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  think 
the  gentleman  would  get  some  satisfac- 
tion if  he  looked  at  what  has  happened 
with  the  integration  of  the  retirement 
systems  of  other  State  and  local  em- 
ployees with  the  social  security  system. 
It  has  not  meant  the  abolishment  of 
these  other  systems,  it  has  meant  a 
greatly  increased  system  of  retirement 
benefits  for  these  employees. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's mentioning  that.  There  were 
many  who  felt  if  we  provided  social  se- 
curity payments  for  any  State  or  local 
employees  social  security  finally  would 
replace  these  local  retirement  systems, 
but  I  know  of  no  instance  where  that 
has  happened. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  know 
the  first  State  that  had  a  plan  for  inte- 
grating the  State  and  Federal  systems 
was  Wisconsin.  It  was  an  integrated 
program. 


We  had  to  fight  for  years  to  get  the 
authority  to  integrate,  but  we  got  it  and 
the  employees  in  our  State  have  a  much 
better  system.  What  we  have  done  here 
so  far  as  this  bill  is  concerned  is  to  re- 
move the  absolute  prohibition  against 
integration. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chariman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.    I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Then  I 
understand  that  they  can  adopt  a  social 
security  program  and  retain  their  pres- 
ent retirement  system. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Absolutely,  and  that  is 
what  the  Congress  hopes  they  will  do  if 
they  add  firemen  and  policemen  by  their 
vote,  to  come  under  social  security. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.    I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  want  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  for  his  clear  explanation 
on  this.  I  think  it  is  about  time  that  we 
laid  on  the  record  what  is  behind  the  fact 
that  policemen  and  firemen  or  at  least 
certain  ones  of  them  are  resisting  this, 
which  is  most  unfortunate,  but  it  is 
about  time  that  it  was  spelled  out.  Many 
of  these  retirement  systems  under  which 
they  serve,  and  they  are  good  and  proper, 
provide  that  they  should  retire  at  a  rela- 
tively early  age,  around  50,  because  of 
the  hazards  of  their  work.  So  they  do 
retire  and  then  they  go  out  and  cover 
themselves  under  social  security  also  by 
taking  on  additional  jobs.  Frankly,  they 
are  being  just  a  little  bit  greedy  here. 
They  want  their  cake  and  eat  it  too. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  WAGGONNER.  To  try  to  ease 
the  fears  of  the  gentleman  from  Colo- 
rado, I  would  like  to  relate  to  him  and 
to  the  House  the  experience  that  we  in 
the  State  of  Louisiana  have  had  with  re- 
gard to  the  optional  nature  of  State  and 
local  coverage  under  social  security.  In 
the  State  of  Louisiana  we  have  found 
that  where  we  had  existing  retirement 
systems  for  employees  of  one  category  or 
another,  when  social  security  was  voted 
in,  it  was  used  to  fill  the  gaps  and  the 
voids  which  exist  in  the  State  retirement 
systems  and  has  been  very  worth  while. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  contribution. 

Mr.  DANIELS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  DANIELS.  I  would  like  to  make 
sure  that  I  understand  the  explanation 
with  reference  to  police  and  firemen.  Do 
I  understand  correctly  that  the  State  or 
municipality  must  first  adopt  a  law  or 
ordinance? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Yes,  a  State  and/or  mu- 
nicipality must  adopt  a  law  or  ordinance. 
The  State  or  municipality  and  perhaps 
both  will  have  to  act  first.  Then  the 
firemen  and  policemen  will  have  to  vote 
themselves  by  a  majority  of  the  eligible 
members  of  that  system  under  social  se- 
curity. They  cannot  be  required  to  vote 
with  any  other  coverage  group. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 


Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  per- 
sonally wish  to  compliment  the  gentle- 
man from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills],  for 
bringing  this  bill,  H.R.  11865,  to  the  floor 
of  the  House.  Next  week  we  hope  to  pass 
an  economic  opportunities  act.  But  I 
cannot  think  of  any  piece  of  legislation 
that  has  come  before  the  Congress  this 
year  that  will  have  the  impact  upon  the 
economy  of  this  Nation  to  the  extent  of 
this  legislation.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks  immediately  following  the 
remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar- 
kansas. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  appreciate  the  gentle- 
man's contribution. 

(Mr.  PERKINS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks following  Mr.  Mills.) 

Mr.  SKUBITZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  SKUBITZ.  In  blanketing  doctors 
and  physicians  under  this  act,  does  that 
mean  that  doctors  who  have  reached  re- 
tirement age  will  receive  full  compensa- 
tion if  they  contribute  to  the  fund  for 
five  quarters  like  the  farmers? 

Mr.  MILLS.  May  I  yield  to  our  col- 
league, the  gentleman  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Ullman]  to  answer  the  gentleman's  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  SKUBITZ.  My  question  is,  In 
writing  doctors  into  this  act,  when  doc- 
tors reach  retirement  age,  if  they  pay  into 
this  fund  up  to  the  maximum  amount  for 
five  quarters  as  the  farmers  did,  will  they 
be  entitled  to  full  compensation  under 
the  act? 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  The  answer  is — no. 
They  will  not.  I  should  point  out  that 
no  one  has  received  benefits  with  only 
five  quarters.  The  minimum  is  six  quar- 
ters, which  I  assume  the  gentleman  in- 
tended to  say.  We  do  not  have  a  new 
start  provision  in  this  legislation.  Un- 
der existing  law,  generally  speaking,  an 
individual  needs  at  least  one  quarter  of 
coverage  for  each  four  quarters  elapsing 
after  1950  and  up  to  the  date  he  attains 
retirement  age.  However,  up  until  the 
present,  a  minimum  of  six  quarters  has 
always  been  required.  As  the  chairman 
explained,  this  bill  contains  transitional 
insured  status  provisions  for  certain  very 
old  persons.  This  would  apply  to  elderly 
physicians  as  well  as  other  elderly  per- 
sons. 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  should  emphasize  that 
it  would  depend  on  the  age  of  the  indi- 
vidual. It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
they  will  have  to  meet  a  minimum  re- 
quirement set  forth  in  the  act  for  all 
covered  persons. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  doctors  are  in  the 
same  category  as  everyone  else.  They 
must  have  whatever  number  of  quarters 
of  coverage  is  required. 

The  burden  of  the  point  the  gentle- 
man is  making  is  true;  in  effect,  this 
amounts  to  almost-  a  new  start.  They 
will  not  be  in  the  same  situation  as  some- 
one who  started  at  the  age  of  20  and 
paid  until  the  age  of  65.   A  doctor  who 
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is  60  could  come  in  and  qualify  in  about 

5  years. 

Mr.  MILLS.   Yes;  in  about  5  years. 

Mr.  SKUBITZ.  Let  us  suppose  a  doc- 
tor is  64  years  of  age.  Could  he  pay  for 
five  quarters  and  get  the  maximum 
amount? 

Mr.  MILLS.  A  doctor  could  not  qual- 
ify on  five  quarters;  no. 

FINANCING  IMPROVEMENTS 

The  bill  contains  provisions  which  not 
only  will  support  the  benefit  increases 
but  which  will  also  improve  the  long- 
range  actuarial  status  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Trust  Funds. 

First,  the  earnings  base  which  is  used 
for  tax  purposes  and  also  for  purposes 
of  determining  benefits  would  be  in- 
creased so  that  earnings  up  to  $5,400 
would  be  taxable  beginning  with  1965. 
The  present  base  is  $4,800. 

Second,  the  bill  makes  changes  in  the 
schedule  of  social  security  tax  rates.  In 
effect,  this  evens  out  the  tax  rate  sched- 
ule between  1965  and  1971,  providing  for 
a  slight  decrease  in  some  years  during 
that  period  and,  finally,  a  slight  increase 
from  1971. 

Third,  there  is  a  reallocation  of  con- 
tribution income  between  the  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  and 
the  disability  insurance  trust  fuhd. 

Let  me  discuss  these  in  more  detail. 

The  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
was  careful,  as  it  always  is,  to  provide 
adequately  for  the  financing  of  the 
changes  it  is  recommending.  Raising 
the  limit  on  the  amount  of  a  worker's 
annual  earnings  that  is  taxed  and 
counted  toward  benefits  from  $4,800  to 
$5,400,  as  provided  by  the  bill,  not  only 
makes  higher  benefits  possible  for  people 
earning  over  $4,800;  because  it  brings  in 
more  money  than  is  paid  out  in  higher 
benefits,  it  also  makes  funds  available 
to  finance  other  improvements.  Thus 
the  improvements  made  by  the  bill  are 
financed  in  part  by  the  increase  in  the 
taxable  earnings  base. 

The  rest  of  the  cost  is  met  by  increases 
in  the  tax  rates  paid  by  covered  workers 
and  employers.  Under  present  law  the 
taxes  are  scheduled  to  go  to  4%  percent 
each  for  employers  and  employees  and 
to  6.9  percent  for  the  self-employed. 
Under  the  bill  the  ultimate  tax  rate 
would  be  4.8  percent  each  for  employers 
and  employees,  an  increase  of  0.175  per- 
cent each;  the  self-employed  tax  rate 
would  go  to  an  ultimate  rate  of  7.2,  an 
increase  of  0.3  percent,  so  that  the  pres- 
ent ratio  for  this  tax  of  iy2  times  the 
employee  rate  would  be  retained. 

The  bill  would  also  provide  a  slower 
and  more  gradual  increase  in  the  tax 
rates  than  under  present  law,  so  as  to 
avoid  an  unnecessarily  large  accumula- 
tion of  funds.  The  maximum  tax  rates 
would  not  be  effective  until  1971,  3  years 
later  than  under  present  law;  the  rates 
would  be  one-eighth  of  1  percent  lower 
for  employees  and  employers,  and  two- 
tenths  of  1  percent  lower  for  the  self- 
employed,  than  under  present  law  for 
the  years  1966  through  1970. 

The  bill  will  also  increase  from  the 
present  $4,800  to  $5,400  the  limit  on  the 
amount  of  a  worker's  annual  earnings 
that  can  be  taxed  to  support  the  social 
security  program  and  counted  for  de- 


termining benefit  amounts.  The  $5,400 
earnings  base  will  be  effective  with  the 
year  1965.  Workers  earnings  over  $4,800 
will  pay  social  security  contributions  on 
earnings  up  to  $5,400  and  will  be  able 
to  get  higher  benefits  than  now  since 
their  benefits  can  be  based  on  average 
monthly  earnings  up  to  $450,  instead  of 
up  to  $400  as  under  present  law. 

In  recommending  this  $600  increase 
in  the  social  security  earnings  base,  we 
were  concerned  about  the  decline  in  the 
benefit  structure  that  has  taken  place 
since  1958,  and  in  the  financial  base  of 
the  program.  The  raise  to  $5,400  is  a 
necessary  adjustment  to  take  account 
of  the  increases  in  earnings  levels  since 
1959,  when  the  present  $4,800  base  went 
into  effect.  It  is  a  conservative  move 
in  the  direction  of  recapturing  the  rela- 
tionship between  the  earnings  base  and 
total  payrolls  in  covered  employment 
and  in  the  direction  of  restoring  the 
relationship  of  the  base  to  the  annual 
earnings  of  regularly  employed  men  that 
existed  in  1959. 

REALLOCATION  OP  CONTRIBUTION  INCOME  TO  THE 
DISABILITY  FUND 

While  the  overall  social  security  pro- 
gram is  actuarially  sound,  the  disability 
insurance  part  of  the  program  is  some- 
what underfinanced.  When  that  part  of 
the  program  was  established  the  law  pro- 
vided for  allocating  to  the  disability  in- 
surance trust  fund  a  flat  one-half  of  1 
percent  of  the  social  security  taxes  on 
wages  and  three -eighths  of  1  percent  of 
the  self-employment  taxes.  Although 
many  changes  have  been  made  in  the  dis- 
ability program  since  then,  it  has  not  up 
to  now  seemed  necessary  to  increase  the 
allocation  to  the  disability  insurance 
trust  fund. 

Disability  insurance  termination  rates 
due  to  death  and  recovery  have  been  less 
than  anticipated,  with  the  result  that 
costs  of  the  disability  insurance  part  of 
the  program  have  somewhat  exceeded  ex- 
pectations. As  a  result  it  now  seems  that 
the  income  allocated  to  the  disability  in- 
surance trust  fund  should  be  increased. 
Under  the  bill,  0.15  percent  of  the  tax- 
able wages,  and  0.1125  percent  of  the  tax- 
able self-employment  income,  that  is  now 
allocated  to  the  old-age  and  survivors  in- 
surance trust  fund  would  be  allocated  in- 
stead to  the  disability  insurance  trust 
fund.  This  will  bring  the  total  alloca- 
tion to  the  disability  insurance  trust 
fund,  for  years  beginning  after  1964,  to 
0.65  percent  of  taxable  wages  and  0.4875 
percent  of  taxable  self-employment  in- 
come. Such  a  reallocation  of  contribu- 
tion income  between  the  two  parts  of  the 
program  will  not  affect  the  overall  ac- 
tuarial balance  of  the  program;  it  will 
provide  a  more  reasonable  distribution  of 
contribution  income  between  the  two 
parts  of  the  program. 

MISCELLANEOUS  PROVISIONS:  COMPUTATION  OF 
SELF-EMPLOYMENT  INCOME  FROM  AGRICUL- 
TURE 

At  present,  persons  with  farm  self- 
employment  income  have  an  option  in 
reporting  their  earnings  for  social  secur- 
ity purposes  that  permits  them  to  obtain 
social  security  credit  for  years  when 
their  net  earnings  from  farm  self-em- 
ployment are  low.  If  their  annual  gross 
income  from  agricultural  self-employ- 
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ment  is  not  over  $1,800  either  actual  net 
earnings — if  the  individual's  net  earn- 
ings in  self-employment  are  $400  or  more 
a  year — or  two-thirds  of  gross  income 
may  be  reported;  if  their  gross  income 
from  agricultural  self -employment  is 
over  $1,800  and  net  earnings  are  less 
than  $1,200,  either  net  earnings — if  the 
individual's  net  earnings  in  self-employ- 
ment are  $400  or  more  a  year — or 
$1,200— two-thirds  of  $1,800— may  be  re- 
ported; and  if  their  annual  gross  income 
is  more  than  $1,800  and  net  earnings  are 
$1,200  or  more,  actual  net  earnings  must 
be  reported. 

The  bill  would  retain  the  present 
option  in  the  reporting  of  farm  self-em- 
ployment income  but  would  raise  the 
level  of  income  which  may  be  reported 
under  the  gross  income  option  by  in- 
creasing the  $1,800  figure  to  $2,400  and 
the  $1,200  figure  to  $1,600. 

Thus,  persons  with  agricultural  self- 
employment  could  use  the  following 
option  in  reporting  their  earnings  from 
agricultural  self-employment  for  social 
security  purposes :  First,  if  annual  gross 
income  from  agricultural  self-employ- 
ment is  not  over  $2,400,  either  actual  net 
earnings — if  the  individual's  net  earn- 
ings in  self-employment  are  $400  or  more 
a  year — or  two-third  of  gross  income  may 
be  reported;  second,  if  gross  income  from 
agricultural  self-employment  is  over 
$2,400  and  actual  net  earnings  are  less 
than  $1,600,  either  actual  net  earnings — 
if  the  individual's  net  earnings  in  self- 
employment  are  $400  or  more  a  year — 
or  $1,600  may  be  reported;  and,  third,  if 
gross  earnings  are  more  than  $2,400  and 
net  earnings  are  more  than  $1,600,  the 
actual  net  earnings  must  be  reported. 

This  change  in  the  law  would  thus  en- 
able some  farmers  with  low  net  earn- 
ings to  obtain  better  protection  under 
social  security. 

AUTOMATIC  RECOMPUTATION  OF  BENEFITS 

The  bill  includes  provisions  for  recom- 
puting benefit  amounts  automatically 
every  year  to  take  account  of  any  earn- 
ings that  a  beneficiary  may  have  had  in 
the  previous  year  and  that  might  in- 
crease his  benefit  amount.  Under  pres- 
ent law,  benefit  recomputations  are  gen- 
erally made  available  to  a  worker  only 
if  he  applies  for  a  recomputation  and 
only  if  he  had  earnings  of  more  than 
$1,200  in  a  calendar  year  after  he  became 
entitled  to  benefits.  Studies  that  have 
been  made  by  the  Social  Security  Admin- 
istration show  that  many  workers  lose 
out  on  benefit  increases  because  they  do 
not  realize  that  upon  filing  an  applica- 
tion they  could  have  their  benefits  re- 
figured.  With  the  electronic  equipment 
that  is  used  to  compute  benefits,  it  is  now 
feasible  to  handle  recomputations  on  an 
automatic  basis;  under  the  bill  benefi- 
ciaries would  automatically  get  credit  for 
any  earnings  that  they  may  have  after 
they  become  entitled  to  benefits  and  that 
could  increase  their  benefit  amounts. 

These  provisions  will  also  assure  that 
no  beneficiary  will  be  disadvantaged  by 
applying  for  benefits  at  age  65.  In  some 
few  cases  under  present  law  the  amount 
of  benefits  paid  to  a  worker  who  delays 
filing  of  his  application  can  be  slightly 
higher  than  if  he  had  applied  right  at 
65.    Under  the  change  a  worker  can 
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apply  for  benefits  right  at  age  65  and  be 
assured  that  by  so  doing  he  will  not  risk 
getting  less  in  benefits  than  he  would 
have  gotten  if  he  had  filed  at  any  other 
time.  These  changes  in  the  provisions 
for  the  recomputation  of  benefit  amounts 
can  be  accomplished  with  virtually  no 
additional  cost  to  the  social  security 
program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  passage  of  the 
bill. 

I  will  now  discuss  briefly  the  financing 
and  certain  other  provisions  of  the  bill. 

(Mr.  MILLS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
m&i'ks  ) 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Bar- 
rett]. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the 
Representative  for  the  First  Congression- 
al District  of  Pennsylvania,  I  rise  in  sup- 
port of  H.R.  11865,  the  social  security 
amendments  of  1964,  and  I  urge  all  of  my 
colleagues  on  the  House  floor  today  to 
vote  for  the  bill. 

I  have  pressed  for  the  enactment  of 
legislation  to  grant  greater  monthly  ben- 
efits to  our  senior  citizens  ever  since 
1958,  when  the  last  increase  was  ap- 
proved by  the  Congress.  Since  1958  the 
cost  of  living  has  skyrocketed  and,  as  a 
result,  many  of  our  pensioners  today 
are  finding  it  very  difficult  to  exist  on 
their  present  benefits.  Some  of  my  per- 
sonal friends  and  many  of  my  constitu- 
ents in  Philadelphia  have  repeatedly 
asked  me  when  some  relief  would  be  ac- 
corded them  because  they  no  longer  can 
get  by  on  the  small  amount  of  benefits 
they  are  now  receiving. 

The  bill  before  us  will  increase  the  in- 
surance benefit  payments  under  the  pres- 
ent law  by  5  percent  for  all  persons  now 
on  the  benefit  rolls  and  for  all  future 
beneficiaries.  I  personally  do  not  believe 
the  5-percent  increase  is  enough.  I 
would  like  to  see  a  10-percent  increase  in 
monthly  benefits  approved  by  this  Con- 
gress, but  I  know  many  Members  would 
oppose  a  10-percent  increase  because 
they  are  more  interested  in  balancing  the 
budget  than  in  helping  our  needy  citi- 
zens. 

During  my  nightly  interviews  in  my 
Philadelphia  office,  dozens  of  men  and 
women  come  to  me  each  evening  to  see 
if  they  can  obtain  additional  social  secu- 
rity benefits.  One  constituent  told  me 
she  did  not  have  enough  money  to  pur- 
chase fresh  milk.  Another  lady  told  me 
she  could  not  afford  the  luxury  of  an  ice 
cream  cone.  A  couple  told  me  they  were 
eating  only  one  meal  a  day  and  most  of 
the  time  went  to  bed  hungry.  This,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  a  daily  occurrence  in  Phila- 
delphia as  well  as  in  every  other  major 
city  in  the  Nation,  Here  in  the  land  of 
plenty  it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  such 
conditions  exist — but  they  do. 

H.R.  11865  not  only  provides  for  a  5- 
percent  increase  for  all  pensioners,  but 
also  provides  limited  benefits  for  certain 
aged  individuals  who  have  some  social 
security  coverage,  but  not  enough  to  meet 
the  minimum  required  by  existing  law.  A 
special  provision  of  the  bill  would  liberal- 
ize the  eligibility  requirements  so  that 


certain  aged  people  who  do  not  meet  the 
work  requirements  in  the  present  law 
could  qualify  for  benefits  on  the  basis 
of  as  few  as  three  quarters  of  coverage. 

Another  worthwhile  provision  in  the 
bill  would  provide  for  the  payment  of 
child's  insurance  benefits  until  the  child 
reaches  the  age  of  22,  provided  the  child 
is  attending  school  or  college  after  he 
reaches  the  age  of  18. 

Section  4(a)  of  the  bill  now  being  con- 
sidered will  greatly  benefit  many  widows 
who  are  in  dire  need  today  because  it 
amends  section  202(e)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  provide  that  a  widow  may 
become  entitled  to  benefits  at  the  age  of 
60  based  on  the  earnings  record  of  her 
deceased  husband  instead  of  having  to 
wait  until  she  is  62  to  claim  benefits. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  approved  legis- 
lation to  give  pay  raises  to  our  deserving 
postal  and  Federal  employees,  Congress- 
men, and  judges.  We  have  passed  the 
foreign  aid  bill  to  give  money  to  needy 
nations.  There  are  numerous  bills  pend- 
ing in  committee  to  grant  increased  bene- 
fits to  our  railroad  retirees  and  our  vet- 
erans. Our  elderly  citizens  deserve  the 
same  consideration.  It  was  through  their 
years  of  toil  and  their  democratic  beliefs 
that  made  America  the  greatest  nation 
on  the  face  of  the  earth. 

Surely,  in  the  golden  years  of  their 
lives,  these  people  are  entitled  to  help. 
They  ask  not  for  charity,  but  for  what 
is  theirs  as  their  inherited  right.  I  will 
stand  by  their  side  and  I  will  continue  to 
fight  for  them  because  their  cause  is  just. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  and  pray  for  the 
speedy  enactment  of  the  social  security 
amendments  of  1964. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the 
some  62,000  people  in  my  district  in  Ken- 
tucky— and  for  the  some  20  million  peo- 
ple all  over  the  country — who  will  receive 
an  increase  of  5  percent  in  the  social 
security  checks  when  this  legislation  has 
been  enacted,  I  rise  today  to  commend 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  and 
its  able  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas,  the  Honorable  Wilbur  Mills, 
on  the  bill  they  have  brought  together 
for  our  action  today.  I  refer,  of  course, 
to  H.R.  11865,  the  social  security  amend- 
ments of  1964  which,  in  my  opinion,  pro- 
vide an  important  supplement  to  the 
President's  war  on  poverty  with  which 
we  have  been  so  much  concerned  in  my 
own  committee.  It  has  been  our  experi- 
ence through  the  years  that  an  increase 
in  social  security  benefits  improves  the 
lot  not  only  of  these  people  who  receive 
the  increase  but  also  the  communities 
in  which  they  live.  For  the  money  paid 
out  in  social  security  checks  goes  to 
people  who  need  it  for  the  necessities 
of  life.  And  so  it  also  goes  directly  to 
the  grocer,  the  milkman,  and  the  drug- 
store or  the  clothing  store.  Moreover, 
since  the  coverage  of  the  social  security 
system  has  been  made  almost  inclusive, 
these  monthly  checks  are  going  to  prac- 
tically every  village  and  hamlet  in  the 
country — and  they  are  coming  in  every 
month. 

It  has  been  6  years  since  we  have  made 
an  across-the-board  increase  in  the 
amount  of  social  security  benefits,  and 
I  had  hoped  that  we  could  go  as  high  as 
10  percent,  as  provided  in  my  bill,  H.R. 


6897,  because  I  am  convinced  that  we 
must  not  bypass  our  older  Americans  in 
our  attempts  to  alleviate  poverty  in  the 
United  States.  I  had  wanted  to  balance 
the  emphasis — also  appropriate,  I  be- 
lieve— on  the  problems  of  younger  people 
which  is  built  into  the  Economic  Oppor- 
tunity Act  with  which  we  have  also  been 
concerned.  However,  I  intend  to  give 
this  bill  my  full  support  because  it  is  a 
step  in  the  right  direction  and  will  mean 
much  to  millions  of  Americans — not  only 
the  people  presently  receiving  benefits 
but  those  who  come  on  the  rolls  in  the 
future. 

I  am  also  glad  to  support  the  com- 
mittee's bill  because  it  incorporates  a 
number  of  other  important  improve- 
ments. Specifically,  it  would  allow  wid- 
ow's benefits  at  age  60,  rather  than  62 
as  in  existing  law,  provided  they  decide 
to  accept  an  actuarially  reduced  benefit 
to  take  account  of  the  longer  period 
over  which  they  will  be  paid.  As  for 
myself,  I  am  convinced  that,  in  an  age 
of  dislocation  and  automation,  when  we 
are  seeking  to  find  jobs  for  younger 
workers — and  not  always  succeeding — 
we  will  come  to  the  time  when  we  recog- 
nize that  sound  public  policy  calls  for 
us  to  lower  the  retirement  age  to  60  for 
men  and  women,  and  perhaps  reduce  it 
to  50  for  widows.  My  bill,  H.R.  10235, 
would  make  widows  eligible  at  that  age 
and  another  of  my  bills,  H.R.  4192,  would 
lower  the  retirement  age  for  both  men 
and  women  to  age  60.  We  in  Kentucky 
have  seen  the  effect  upon  employment 
opportunities  of  the  coming  revolution 
in  industrial  production  which  is  just 
now  beginning  to  be  felt  in  other  parts 
of  the  country.  It  may  be  premature, 
at  this  time,  to  make  these  changes  which 
I  have  long  advocated,  but  I  am  con- 
vinced that  a  reduction  in  the  working 
life  of  most  of  us  for  the  future  is  as 
inevitable  as  has  been  the  reduction  in 
the  number  of  hours  of  work  per  week 
which  we  have  witnessed  in  the  past  30 
years. 

I  also  commend  the  committee  for  the 
change  in  the  law  contained  in  their  bill 
which  would  make  eligible  certain  elder- 
ly people  who  cannot  now  qualify  be- 
cause they  spent  their  work  life  in  an 
occupation  which  was  actually  excluded 
by  the  law  from  coverage  under  the  so- 
cial security  system.  A  good  example  is 
the  self-employed  farmers  who  were  not 
included  in  the  system  until  the  year 
1955 — less  than  10  years  ago.  Many  of 
the  older  farmers,  as  those  of  us  rep- 
resenting rural  areas  know,  were  in  their 
middle  sixties  when  coverage  became 
available,  and  had  difficulty  understand- 
ing all  their  rights  under  the  law.  The 
bill's  provision,  making  certain  of  our 
most  elderly  people  eligible  at  age  72  if 
they  have  as  little  as  3  quarters  of  cover- 
age, will  bring  onto  the  rolls  some  600,000 
elderly  people  who  are  now  excluded  by 
present  law's  requirement  that  they  must 
have  at  least  six  quarters  of  coverage  to 
qualify  at  all. 

Finally,  I  congratulate  the  committee 
for  adopting  the  principle  contained  in 
my  bill,  H.R.  6898,  which  would  continue 
the  benefits  for  children  entitled  to  them 
beyond  age  18  and  through  age  21  if  they 
are  attending  school.    Most  of  these 


16680 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


July  29 


young  people  are  eligible  for  benefits  be- 
cause they  have  been  deprived  of  the 
support  of  their  father  through  his  pre- 
mature death.  As  I  have  said  many 
times,  it  is  my  conviction  that  a  good  and 
adequate  education  for  our  children 
must  be  of  primary  concern  in  our  con- 
duct of  the  war  on  poverty.  It  follows 
that  if  our  social  security  system  makes 
it  necessary  to  leave  high  school  before 
graduating  because  the  family  income  is 
abruptly  cut  off  from  survivors  benefits 
on  the  occasion  of  the  child's  18th  birth- 
day, it  has  been  a  contributing  factor  to 
our  dropout  problem.  The  committee's 
decision  to  include  vocational  education 
as  well  as  other  forms  in  its  classification 
of  schooling  was  in  my  view  wise,  and  I 
share  their  hope  that  some  of  these  young 
people,  who  are  without  the  support  pro- 
vided by  a  father,  can  also  be  helped  to 
get  some  college  work  or  to  continue  in 
college.  That,  as  I  understand  it,  was 
one  reason  the  cutoff  age  22  was  chosen. 

Again  let  me  say  that,  while  I  had 
hoped  that  we  could  make  more  exten- 
sive improvements  in  our  social  security 
plan  this  year,  I  realize  that  the  commit- 
tee's concern  for  the  sound  financing  of 
the  system — upon  which  all  of  us  must 
depend  if  the  system  continues — 
prompted  all  of  their  considerations  and 
conclusions  with  respect  to  the  proposed 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964.  I 
shall  support  this  bill  in  the  hope  that 
it  will  be  speedily  enacted  because  it  has 
had  the  mature  consideration  of  the 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  and  because  I  am  convinced  that 
we  must  be  constantly  vigilant  to  keep 
that  system  actuarially  sound,  as  well  as 
up  to  date  with  the  changing  conditions 
of  our  times. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  myself  10  minutes. 

I  rise  in  support  of  this  bill.  I  shall  be 
very  brief.  I  believe  the  chairman  has 
given  the  House  an  -explanation  of  the 
various  provisions  in  the  bill,  and  I  hope 
that  I  shall  not  be  repetitious. 

When  I  say  that  I  support  the  bill,  I 
suppose  I  am  in  the  same  position  as  al- 
most every  Member  of  the  House.  There 
are  some  other  provisions  which  I  would 
like  to  see  in  the  bill,  and  perhaps  a  pro- 
vision or  two  I  would  like  to  see  out  of  the 
bill;  but,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  be- 
lieve this  is  a  sound  bill.  I  believe  it  will 
improve  generally  the  system  of  old  age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance. 

There  are  a  few  things  I  should  like  to 
comment  on. 

First,  I  wish  to  point  out  that  the  5- 
percent  increase  in  the  general  benefits 
is  an  effort  to  keep  the  system  and  its 
benefits  consistent  with  the  general  level 
of  the  cost  of  living.  The  5-percent  in- 
crease will  offset  at  least  a  part  of  the  in- 
crease in  the  cost  of  living  which  has 
taken  place  since  1958,  the  last  time  there 
was  a  general  increase  in  benefits. 

I  point  out,  however,  that  if  we  were  to 
maintain  the  benefit  level  on  a  parity 
with  the  cost  of  living  we  would  have  to 
increase  the  benefits  by  7  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  was  opposition  to 
providing  an  increase  of  7  percent,  which 


is  the  minimum  increase  required  to  meet 
the  increase  in  the  cost  of  living  since  we 
last  increased  the  benefits.  Such  oppo- 
sition came  primarily  from  the  Social 
Security  Administration  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 
I  suggested  within  the  committee  a  com- 
promise, saying  that  we  at  least  should 
go  to  the  6-percent  level.  That  was  op- 
posed by  the  Department,  and  we  ended 
up  with  the  5  percent. 

It  is  interesting  to  know  the  basis  for 
this  opposition.  The  opposition  was 
based  on  the  idea  that  if  we  maintained 
complete  parity  in  benefit  levels  with  the 
cost  of  living,  we  would  so  increase  the 
cost  of  the  social  security  system  itself 
and  the  taxes  that  would  have  to  be 
levied,  that  we  would  foreclose  any  con- 
sideration of  medical  care  under  the  so- 
cial security  system.  I  point  this  out, 
Mr.  Chairman,  in  substantiation  of  a 
point  that  many  of  us  have  made; 
namely,  that  we  cannot  burden  this  sys- 
tem with  a  medical  care  program  without 
jeopardizing  the  basic  system  and  the 
benefits  on  which  over  20  million  people 
today  are  in  part  dependent  for  a  liveli- 
hood. This  experience  in  dealing  with 
the  benefit  level  should  give  us  all  good 
reason  to  stop  and  think,  and  to  recog- 
nize that  this  system  will  be  destroyed  if 
we  just  vote  more  benefits  and  new  pro- 
grams. As  the  guardians  of  this  sys- 
tem, we  should  be  determined  that  to 
keep  faith  with  the  American  people,  and 
keep  this  system  sound,  and  not  jeop- 
ardize its  soundness  by  adding  unsound 
programs  and  activities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  commenting  on  this 
bill,  I  would  also  call  attention  to  what 
we  have  done  as  far  as  the  tax  rates  and 
the  level  of  taxes  are  concerned,  on  our 
employers  and  employees,  and  on  our 
self-employed.  Too  often  the  people 
and  the  Members  of  Congress  think  of 
this  system  only  in  terms  of  benefits,  or 


potential  benefits,  and  forget  that  it  has 
to  be  paid  for  by  someone. 

Now,  under  the  changes  that  are  made 
by  this  bill  both  in  the  tax  rate  in  order 
to  accommodate  the  additional  costs  im- 
posed by  the  new  benefits  in  this  bill, 
and  also  to  put  social  security  on  a  little 
sounder  fiscal  basis — and  I  can  say  to 
you  that  as  far  as  the  judgment  of  this 
Member  is  concerned,  we  have  it  on  a 
sounder  basis  financially — there  will  be 
a  17-percent  increase  in  the  tax  cost  to 
the  employers  and  the  employees  under 
the  bill  when  it  becomes  fully  effective 
in  1971.  That  is  what  this  bill  costs  in 
terms  of  the  change  in  the  tax  liability. 

I  am  not  talking  about  rates  exclusive- 
ly. I  am  talking  about  the  combination 
between  the  increase  in  the  tax  rate  as 
provided  by  this  bill  and  the  increase  in 
the  tax  base  against  which  the  new  rates 
will  apply.  I  do  not  know  of  any  tax  that 
has,  I  think,  become  more  difficult  to 
visualize  in  the  matter  of  tax  liability. 
That  is  because  we  have  changed  two 
things  here,  and  normally  we  do  change 
both  factors.  One  is  the  rate  that  is 
applied  and  the  other  is  the  base  to  which 
that  rate  is  applied.  In  this  bill  we  pro- 
vide an  ultimate  increase  from  a  9.2-per- 
cent combined  rate  on  employers  and  em- 
ployees, to  a  rate  of  9.6  percent.  That 
sounds  relatively  small  but  we  also  in- 
crease the  base  against  which  it  is  ap- 
plied, the  wage  against  which  it  is  ap- 
plied from  $4,800  a  year  to  $5,400  ceiling. 
So  that  you  will  be  paying  the  increased 
rate  on  $600  more  per  year.  So  that 
when  you  calculate  this  in  terms  of  the 
combined  difference  in  dollar  payment 
in  1972  when  the  full  effective  rates  are 
applied  to  the  now  newly  created  base 
you  will  have  an  increase  of  about  17 
percent  over  what  the  rate  is  today. 

The  following  is  a  comparison  of  the 
tax  rates  and  tax  liability  under  existing 
law  and  under  H.R.  11865: 


Employer-employee  tax  comparison 


Existing  law 

H.R. 

11865 

Tax  increase 

Social 

Kate 

Social 

Rate 

Amount 

Percent 

security  tax 

security  tax 

1964   

$348 

7.25 

$348. 00 

7.  25 

1965  

348 

7.25 

410.40 

7.6 

$62.40 

17.9 

1966    

396 

8.  25 

432.00 

8.0 

36.00 

9. 1 

1967  

396 

8.  25 

432.  00 

8.0 

36.00 

9.1 

1968....  

444 

9.  25 

486.00 

9.0 

42.00 

9.4 

1969.   

444 

9.25 

486.00 

9.0 

42.00 

9.4 

1970    

444 

9.25 

486.  00 

9.0 

42.00 

9.4 

1971  

444 

9.  25 

518.40 

9.6 

74.40 

16.8 

Self-employed  tax  comparison 

Existing  law 

H.R. 

11865 

Tax  increase 

Social 

Kate 

Social 

Rate 

Amount 

Percent 

security  tax 

security  tax 

1964  

$259.  20 

5.  4 

$259.  20 

5.4 

1965   

259.20 

5.4 

307.80 

5.7 

$48.60 

18.8 

1966  

297.60 

6.2 

324.00 

6.0 

26.40 

8.9 

1967   

297.60 

6.2 

324.00 

6.0 

26.40 

8.9 

1968.  

331.  20 

6.9 

367.00 

6.8 

35.80 

10.8 

1969...  

331.  20 

6.9 

367.00 

6.8 

35.80 

10.8 

1970  

331.  20 

6.9 

367.00 

6.8 

35.80 

10.8 

1971..  

331.  20 

6.9 

388.80 

7.2 

57.60 

17.4 
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I  would  also  point  out  that  under  the 
schedule  provided  in  the  bill  workers  and 
employees  in  1971,  those  who  are  work- 
ing and  paying  taxes  in  that  year,  will 
be  paying  50  percent  more  in  social  se- 
curity taxes  than  the  employee  and  the 
employer  are  paying  today.  That  is  just 
so  that  you  may  see  where  these  taxes 
are  going  and  the  relationship  between 
the  taxes  that  are  imposed  today  and 
the  taxes  that  eventually  will  be  im- 
posed under  this  bill. 

I  point  this  out  only  by  way  of  a  pref- 
ace to  a  word  of  warning  that  there  is  a 
limit,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  tax  burden, 
under  the  payroll  tax,  that  can  be  placed 
on  our  employer,  on  our  employees,  and 
our  self-employed;  particularly  be- 
cause, may  I  point  out,  that  this  is  not 
like  the  general  income  tax.  This  tax 
applies  to  the  first  dollar  you  earn. 
There  are  no  exemptions  for  dependents 
and  there  are  no  deductions.  This  is  a 
gross  tax.  Let  us  recognize  that  what 
we  do  in  the  area  of  social  security  al- 
ways must  be  governed  by  and  must  be 
consistent  with  the  limitations  on  that 
kind  of  tax  that  we  can  impose  upon  our 
people. 

So  much  for  that  aspect  of  the  bill  and 
the  general  problem  in  attempting  to 
keep  this  system  on  a  sound  fiscal  basis. 
There  is  another  problem  that  I  would 
like  to  refer  to,  particularly  as  it  relates 
to  the  aged.  It  has  to  do  with  something 
for  which  I  have  contended  for  at  least 
6  to  8  years.  It  is,  in  my  opinion,  one  of 
the  greatest  problems  that  we  have,  and 
one  that  deserves  the  most  attention.  I 
refer  to  the  problem  of  those  aged  people 
today  who  were  either  born  too  soon,  or 
with  respect  to  whom  Congress  acted  too 
late,  in  order  to  qualify  under  the  social 
security  system. 

We  have  today  1 V2  million  of  our  peo- 
ple over  age  72  who  are  not  covered 
either  by  any  Federal,  State,  or  local 
retirement  system  or  social  security,  and 
who  have  no  basic  retirement  benefits. 
Nine  hundred  thousand  of  these  are  on 
public  assistance.  I  have  said,  and  I  say 
again,  these  are  the  forgotten  men  and 
women  in  our  consideration  of  the  so- 
cial security  system.  I  have  long  urged 
that  we  do  something  for  these  forgotten 
and  needy  people.  I  am  very  happy  to 
say  that  in  this  bill  the  committee  has 
finally  made  a  start  in  doing  something 
to  assist  in  the  problems  of  this  forgotten 
group. 

And,  I  do  not  think  I  am  being  im- 
modest if  I  take  credit  for  having  finally 
persuaded  the  committee  at  least  to  go 
this  far. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  does  cover  600,- 
000  of  this  total  number  of  1.5  million 
of  our  older  people  over  the  age  of  72 
years,  most  of  whom  have  no  income  of 
their  own  and  either  rely  on  public  as- 
sistance or  their  children  for  their  main- 
tenance and  their  support.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, although  it  is  not  completely  satis- 
factory to  me,  I  do  want  to  express  my 
appreciation  to  the  committee  for  at  least 
taking  this  step.  It  will  be  recalled,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  last  time  we  had  a 
social  security  bill  before  this  House,  back 
in  April  1961,  I  spoke  at  length  with  re- 
spect to  this  particular  problem. 


Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Permit  me  to  say  to  those 
who  are  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in  all 
probability,  if  it  were  not  for  the  gentle- 
man from  Wisconsin  and  the  suggestions 
he  has  made  from  time  to  time  in  the 
committee,  this  particular  provision  to 
which  he  is  referring,  transitional  bene- 
fits of  $35  for  these  aged  people,  would 
not  have  been  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  he  is  entitled  to 
more  than  a  minimal  amount  of  credit 
for  it  being  in  here. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  thank 
the  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  point  this  up  again, 
even  though  I  referred  to  the  matter  at 
length  on  April  20,  1961,  when  the  last 
social  security  bill  was  before  us,  not  only 
to  express  my  pleasure  that  we  have  at 
least  gone  this  far,  but  also  to  suggest 
that  part  of  the  job  is  left  undone  as  far 
as  this  particular  group  of  our  citizens 
are  concerned. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  repeat  that  I  support 
this  legislation.  I  believe  it  makes  neces- 
sary improvements  in  our  social  security 
system.  I  believe  it  puts  our  system  on 
a  sounder  basis  and  improves  the  fiscal 
posture  of  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that  it  will  have 
the  overwhelming  support  of  the  Mem- 
bers of  this  House. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  my 
friend  the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin 
yield  further  to  me? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Would  the  gentleman 
take  sufficient  time  to  advise  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Committee  with  respect  to 
the  provision  that  is  contained  in  the 
bill  providing  for.  a  change  in  the  treat- 
ment of  earnings  of  farmers  under  social 
security? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  shall, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

What  we  do  under  the  bill  is  to  liberal- 
ize the  amount  of  gross  income  that 
farmers  can  use  as  a  base  for  computing 
the  self-employed  social  security  tax. 

We  have  a  special  problem  with  re- 
spect to  farmers  which  we  have  always 
recognized.  In  many  cases  our  farmers 
may  have  substantial  gross  income,  but 
once  they  deduct  expenses  they  may  end 
up  with  a  net  loss  as  far  as  any  particu- 
lar year  may  be  concerned.  Therefore, 
under  existing  law  we  allow  self-em- 
ployed farmers  to  compute  their  social 
security  tax  based  on  gross  income  where 
their  net  income  is  insufficient.  This 
is  necessary  because  there  is  a  great 
fluctuation  in  their  income.  One  year 
they  may  be  able  to  compute  their  so- 
cial security  tax  on  a  net  basis  but  the 
next  year  they  have  no  net  income  or 
a  very  low  net  income,  so  that  it  only 
makes  sense  to  compute  it  based  on  gross 
income.  If  this  were  not  done,  it  would 
be  extremely  difficult  for  many  farmers 
to  compile  sufficient  quarters  with 
enough  earnings  to  qualify  for  a  reason- 
able benefit  upon  their  retirement. 

Under  existing  law,  self-employed 
farmers  have  the  following  option  in  re- 


porting their  social  security  tax:  First, 
if  annual  gross  income  from  agricultural 
self-employment  is  not  over  $1,800  ei- 
ther actual  net  earnings  or  66%  percent 
of  gross  income  may  be  reported;  sec- 
ond, if  gross  income  from  agricultural 
self-employment  is  over  $1,800  and  net 
earnings  are  less  than  $1,200,  either  net 
earnings  or  $1,200 — two-thirds  of 
$1,800 — may  be  reported;  and  third,  if 
the  annual  gross  income  is  more  than 
$1,800  and  net  earnings  are  $1,200  or 
more,  actual  net  earnings  must  be  re- 
ported. Under  the  bill  we  have  liberal- 
ized the  amount  of  gross  income  they 
can  have  and  pay  tax  on  in  order  to 
continue  and  improve  the  earnings  base 
on  which  his  benefits  will  eventually  be 
calculated.  Thus,  under  the  bill  the 
farmer  would  have  the  following  option : 
First,  if  annual  gross  income  from  agri- 
cultural self -employment  is  not  over 
$2,400,  either  actual  net  earnings  or  66% 
percent  of  gross  income  may  be  reported; 
second,  if  gross  income  from  agricul- 
tural self-employment  is  over  $2,400  and 
actual  net  earnings  are  less  than  $1,600, 
either  actual  net  earnings  or  $1,600  may 
be  reported ;  and  third,  if  gross  earnings 
are  more  than  $2,400  and  net  earnings 
are  more  than  $1,600,  the  actual  net 
earnings  must  be  reported. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  thank  the  gentle- 
man for  yielding. 

I  would  like  to  ask  for  the  gentleman's 
comment  with  reference  to  a  letter  which 
I  received  this  morning  from  a  lady  who 
states  that  she  is  a  widow  receiving  so- 
cial security  benefits  in  the  minimum 
range. 

She  asked  me  if  I  thought  it  was  fair — 
these  are  her  words — to  have  the  in- 
crease on  a  percentage  basis.  She  points 
out  further,  if  the  gentleman  will  go 
along  with  me,  that  a  husband  and  wife 
living  together  on  a  percentage  basis  has 
a  higher  range  and  will  receive  a  larger 
increase  than  those  situated  like  this 
lady,  who  is  in  the  poverty  class  of 
America.  I  have  an  idea  I  know  what 
the  gentleman's  answer  will  be,  and  I 
think  I  understand  what  the  social  se- 
curity system  is  supposed  to  do.  She 
asks  why  would  a  raise  across  the  board 
not  be  a  fairer  way  for  those  who  have 
a  comparable  increase  in  their  cost  of 
living  also. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Of 
course,  the  very  fact  that  we  have  grad- 
uations in  the  amount  of  benefits  that 
people  receive,  it  seems  to  me  is  the  an- 
swer. What  a  person  receives  is  depend- 
ent on  what  his  wage  base  has  been  dur- 
ing the  years  he  has  been  working.  It 
is  on  a  level  of  income  and  that  level  of 
income  determines  what  the  benefit  is  or 
will  be.  We  do  guarantee  everybody  who 
is  eligible  for  benefits  a  minimum 
amount,  but  from  there  on  we  do  have 
the  graduation.  Once  we  started  mak- 
ing these  increases  in  benefits  to  keep 
pace  with  the  cost  of  living,  we  had  to 
do  it  on  a  percentage  basis.  Otherwise, 
we  would  soon  vitiate  the  whole  force  of 
graduation  of  benefits  which  is  a  con- 
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sistent  part  of  the  program.  I  think  it 
would  be  poor  management  of  the  sys- 
tem and  poor  judgment  to  increase  ben- 
efits for  everybody  in  any  manner  other 
than  on  a  percentage  basis. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  want  to  concur  in 
that  explanation  but  would  like  to  add 
one  other  thing.  Actually,  your  mini- 
mum is  wages  in  the  very  beginning,  so 
people  in  the  lowest  income  brackets 
actually  do  get  more  in  the  way  of  bene- 
fits in  proportion  to  the  amount  they  put 
in. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  The  gentleman  from 
Missouri  is  reminding  us  that  the  last 
increase  in  social  security  benefits  was 
only  a  dollar  increase  in  the  minimum? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  As  I  re- 
call, we  increased  just  the  minimum  from 
$33  per  month  to  $40  per  month. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  want  to  make  sure 
that  the  college  students  or  the  people 
still  in  school  who  have  reached  18,  and 
their  benefits  to  their  parents  have  been 
cut  off,  will  be  brought  back  in.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  They  will 
be  brought  back  in  when  the  bill  be- 
comes law,  and  they  will  receive  benefits 
as  long  as  they  remain  in  school  up  until 
age  22.  Of  course,  an  application 
must  be  filed  to  show  that  they  are  still 
entitled  to  benefits. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California  [Mr.  King]. 

(Mr.  KING  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks.) 

Mr.  KING  of  California.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  bill  now  under  consideration 
provides  for  a  much  needed  increase  in 
social  security  benefits  and  for  some  other 
improvements  in  the  social  security  pro- 
gram. As  much  as  I  favor  the  provisions 
in  the  bill,  I  feel  very  strongly  that  it  does 
not  go  far  enough  toward  meeting  the 
most  serious  financial  threat  facing  our 
older  citizens  and  that  its  value  would  be 
increased  many  times  by  including  pro- 
vision for  hospital  insurance.  The  prob- 
lem of  paying  big  hospital  bills  out  of 
sharply  reduced  financial  resources  that 
are  so  common  among  retired  older 
Americans  can,  I  believe,  only  be  effec- 
tively dealt  with  by  providing  for  hos- 
pital insurance  for  the  aged  through 
social  security. 

NEAR  AGREEMENT  ON  PLAN 

It  may  be  of  little  consolation  to  the 
aged  but  it  seemed  to  many  of  us  on  the 
committee  that  a  majority  of  the  com- 
mittee over  the  past  several  months 
would  approve  some  social  security  hos- 
pital insurance  proposal.  Indeed,  the 
committee — which  was  just  about  evenly 
divided  on  the  question  of  social  security 
hospital  insurance — developed  the  details 
of  a  plan  that  appeared  to  me  to  be 
acceptable  to  a  majority  of  the  commit- 
tee. We  worked  many  weeks  on  the  plan 
with  Secretary  Celebrezze,  Assistant  Sec- 
retary Wilbur  J.  Cohen,  Commissioner 
of  Social  Security  Robert  M.  Ball,  and 
Chief  Actuary  Robert  J.  Myers.  These 


men  worked  diligently  and  cooperatively 
with  the  committee  in  developing  a  plan 
which  I  felt  a  majority  of  the  committee 
could  endorse.  The  proposal  was  actuar- 
ially sound,  administratively  feasible, 
and  contained  effective  solutions  to  the 
major  policy  questions  raised  in  the  ex- 
ecutive sessions. 

I  am  confident  that  the  plan  worked 
out  would  be  acceptable  to  a  majority  of 
this  House.  We  were  not  able  to  obtain 
the  necessary  votes  in  the  committee  at 
this  time  for  the  proro  al;  this  is  why  I 
requested  the  committee  to  postpone 
voting  on  the  hospital  insurance  meas- 
ure. An  unfavorable  vote  might  have 
created  the  erroneous  impression  that 
the  committee  had  rejected  the  proposal 
on  its  merits.  I  do  not  wish  such  an  un- 
favorable impression  to  be  left,  for  as  I 
shall  explain  later,  I  hope  that  social 
security  hospital  insurance  will  be  a  part 
of  this  measure  when  it  is  finally  ap- 
proved by  the  President. 

EARNINGS  BASE  LAGGING  BEHIND  EARNINGS 
LEVELS 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  in  its  present 
form  fails,  I  believe,  to  adjust  the  social 
security  earnings  base  to  fully  take  ac- 
count of  the  increase  in  wage  levels  that 
has  taken  place  since  1958,  when  the 
base  was  last  adjusted. 

The  new  $5,400  earnings  base  proposed 
by  the  bill  leaves  both  the  financing  of 
social  security  and  the  level  of  benefits 
payable  under  the  program  in  a  less 
satisfactory  position  than  in  1958.  This 
is  most  regrettable.  The  bill  would  have 
to  include  an  earnings  base  increase  to 
$6,000  merely  to  restore  the  base  to  the 
degree  of  effectiveness  it  had  when  last 
adjusted  6  years  ago.  And  even  in  1958 
the  base  was  lower  than  is  necessary 
to  provide  adequate  protection  against 
wage  loss  for  the  workers  of  the  country. 

There  are  two  very  important  reasons 
why  the  base  should  be  raised  above  the 
$5,400  level  to  at  least  $6,600.  First,  if 
the  earnings  base  is  not  kept  up  to  date 
with  rising  earnings,  increasing  numbers 
of  workers  will  have  earnings  that  can- 
not be  counted  toward  their  social  secu- 
rity payment.  With  the  $5,400  base  now 
proposed,  some  half  of  the  men  in  the 
country  will  find  that  upon  their  retire- 
ment social  security  will  not  replace  as 
large  a  part  of  their  former  earnings  as 
they  had  reason  to  expect  on  the  basis  of 
the  1950,  1954,  and  1958  social  security 
amendments. 

The  second  important  consideration  is 
that  if  the  earnings  base  is  not  increased 
as  earnings  levels  rise,  the  financial  base 
of  the  program — the  part  of  the  Nation's 
payrolls  that  is  subject  to  social  secu- 
rity contributions—decreases  propor- 
tionately. To  compensate  for  the  loss  of 
social  security  contribution  income  re- 
sulting from  a  shrinking  earnings  base, 
the  contribution  rate  has  to  be  set  at  a 
higher  level  than  would  otherwise  be 
necessary.  This  method  of  social  secu- 
rity financing — a  narrowing  earnings 
base  coupled  with  a  higher  contribution 
rate — involves  a  shift  in  financing  from 
the  higher  paid  and  toward  the  low-paid 
worker  and  should  be  avoided.  If  car- 
ried to  the  extreme,  failure  to  keep  the 
earnings  base  up  to  date  would  result  in 


a  program  under  which  just  about  all 
workers — low  paid  and  high  paid  alike — 
would  have  to  pay  the  same  amount  of 
social  security  contributions;  the  social 
security  contribution  would  become  a 
poll  tax.  For  these  reasons,  I  strongly 
support  increasing  the  earnings  base  to 
at  least  $6,600  now  and  to  increasing  it 
further  from  time  to  time  to  reflect  the 
increases  taking  place  in  earnings  in  our 
dynamic  economy. 

LEEWAY  LEFT  FOR  HOSPITAL  BENEFITS 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  it  is  also  im- 
portant for  my  colleagues  to  realize  that 
the  bill  before  us  is  one  that  allows  room 
for  financing  a  hospital  insurance  pro- 
posal. The  committee  supported  tailor- 
ing the  bill  to  leave  room  for  a  hospital 
insurance  proposal  in  the  event  the  other 
House  should — as  I  believe  they  will — in- 
clude it.  A  number  of  members  of  the 
committee  clearly  indicated  a  willingness 
to  support  a  higher  cost  proposal  than 
was  adopted  if  hospital  insurance  were 
included.  I  am  confident  that  this  House 
would  welcome  inclusion  in  the  bill  of  a 
hospital  insurance  plan. 

HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  COSTS  NO  BARRIER  TO 
FUTURE  IMPROVEMENTS 

Some  have  expressed  concern  that 
making  the  social  security  contribution 
rate  5  percent  for  employees  and  em- 
ployers may  have  adverse  effects  on 
maintaining  the  adequacy  of  social  secu- 
rity benefits.  There  is  no  basis  for  such 
a  fear.  There  are  features  built  into 
social  security  which  assure  that  an  up- 
to-date  benefit  can  always  be  paid  with- 
out increasing  the  rate  at  which  workers 
must  contribute.  Both  social  security 
benefit  amounts  and  social  security  con- 
tributions are  determined  on  the  basis 
of  earnings.  When  earnings  levels  rise, 
the  result  is  that  benefits  and  contribu- 
tion payments  go  up.  But  the  important 
point  is  that  the  two  do  not  increase  at 
the  same  rate;  because  of  the  differences 
in  the  formulas  used  to  compute  them, 
contribution  payments  increase  faster 
than  benefit  payments.  In  other  words, 
the  social  security  system  actually  be- 
comes overfinanced  when  earnings  levels 
rise,  and  it  is  possible  for  the  Congress 
to  use  this  surplus  to  improve  benefits. 
This  factor  is  so  substantial  that  increas- 
ing wages,  without  any  other  change, 
made  it  possible  in  1952  to  substantially 
increase  social  security  benefits  and  not 
increase  social  security  contributions. 

And  when  the  social  security  earnings 
base  is  raised  to  keep  pace  with  the  ris- 
ing earnings  levels,  as  must  be  done,  the 
additional  income  to  the  social  security 
trust  funds  would  yield  the  substantial 
funds  needed  to  finance  higher  benefits 
payable  not  only  to  those  earning  in- 
creased credits  but  to  all  beneficiaries. 
Thus,  substantial  benefit  improvements 
can  be  provided  without  the  need  for  any 
increase  in  the  contribution  rate,  pro- 
vided only  that  we  maintain  the  eco- 
nomic growth  and  increased  earnings 
this  Nation  should  have. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  illustrate  what 
can  be  done  for  social  security  by  eco- 
nomic growth.  If  earnings  levels  con- 
tinue to  rise  for  the  next  6  years  as  they 
have  over  the  past  6  years,  in  1970  it 
would  be  possible  to  finance  a  10  percent 
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increase  in  monthly  benefit  amounts, 
and,  if  hospital  insurance  coverage  is 
provided  for,  to  cover  the  full  increase 
in  the  cost  of  hospital  care,  all  without 
any  increase  in  social  security  contribu- 
tion rates.  The  increase  in  earnings  and 
an  increase  in  the  earnings  base  to  the 
level  appropriate  to  1970  earnings  would 
produce  the  income  to  make  this  possible. 

CONCLUSIONS   FROM  STUDY 

There  are  certain  views  on  medical 
care  for  the  aged  that  I  believe  are  those 
of  a  majority  of  the  committee.  That 
the  problem  of  financing  the  cost  of  the 
expensive  illnesses  accompanying  old  age 
is  serious  and  widespread  is  not  an  issue 
in  the  view  of  the  majority.  And  it  can- 
not be  said  that  the  existing  means  of 
financing  health  care  in  old  age  have 
proved  or  are  likely  to  prove  to  be  effec- 
tive. More  needs  to  be  done. 

During  the  past  several  years  we  have 
experimented  with  improved  medical  as- 
sistance legislation  and  we  have  seen  its 
shortcomings.  We  have  seen  that,  be- 
cause of  the  States'  financial  problems, 
public  welfare  programs  that  must  de- 
pend on  State  financing  cannot  be  the 
solution  to  a  problem  that  confronts  vir- 
tually all  of  our  18  million  aged  citizens. 
And,  of  course,  public  assistance  can 
never  be  an  effective  means  of  prevent- 
ing poverty. 

Over  the  past  several  years  we  have 
also  witnessed  the  development  of  new 
forms  of  private  health  insurance  for  the 
aged  and  we  have  seen  the  limitations  of 
all  of  them.  For,  despite  the  commend- 
able efforts  of  the  private  sector,  the  fact 
remains  that  the  elderly,  the  very  group 
needing  the  best  protection  because  of 
their  inordinate  health  costs,  do  not  have 
the  resources  to  purchase  any  but  the 
cheapest  policies — if  any  at  all. 

These  are  harsh  economic  realities  over 
which  the  health  insurance  organiza- 
tions have  no  control.  It  should  come  as 
no  surprise  that  few  aged — less  than  5 
or  6  percent  according  to  the  Wall  Street 
Journal,  for  example — have  anything 
approaching  complete  protection  against 
expensive  illness. 

THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  APPROACH 

The  solutions  given  attention  in  the 
committee  were  those  offered  by  public 
assistance  and  social  insurance.  A  ma- 
jority of  the  committee  was  of  the  view 
that  public  assistance  changes  were 
doomed  to  failure  unless  the  States  were 
relieved  of  part  of  their  present  finan- 
cial burden  so  that  they  could  afford  to 
support  improvement.  In  the  final  anal- 
ysis, then,  social  security  hospital  in- 
surance is  a  key  to  reducing  the  financial 
burden  that  prevents  States  from  im- 
proving their  public  medical  care  pro- 
grams as  well  as  the  key  to  making 
means-test  medicine  unnecessary  for 
virtually  all  of  the  aged.  Many  members 
of  the  committee  recognized  the  wish 
of  the  aged  to  avoid  the  means  test  in 
its  support  of  the  transitional  insurance 
benefits  provided  for  some  of  the  pres- 
ently uninsured.  This  provision  was 
supported  by  members  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  because  some  of  those  aided  by 
public  assistance  could,  as  a  result,  avoid 
the  means  test. 


Our  Nation's  contributory  social  in- 
surance system  offers  the  only  practical 
remedy  to  the  problem  of  hospital  costs 
of  the  aged  that  is  consistent  with 
Americans'  traditional  concern  for  the 
independence  and  privacy  of  the  indi- 
vidual. Unlike  private  insurance,  social 
security  would  enable  people  to  contrib- 
ute toward  health  benefit  protection 
when  they  are  working  so  they  can  have 
it  throughout  their  later  years  without 
the  need  to  pay  additional  contributions. 
Unlike  public  assistance,  social  security 
protection  is  a  right  that  is  earned 
through  work  and  the  payment  of  con- 
tributions rather  than  a  right  based  on 
demonstrated  poverty. 

These  features,  and  the  sound  financ- 
ing that  backs  up  the  program,  have 
made  social  security  an  invaluable  part 
of  the  economic  security  of  virtually 
every  American — as  is  testified  to  by  the 
desire  of  the  committee  and  the  Congress 
to  make  improvements  in  the  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  unfamiliar 
with  the  alternative  health  benefit  pro- 
posals that  have  been  made  that  would 
use  some  mechanism  other  than  social 
security.  For  example,  there  has  been 
talk  recently  about  helping  the  aged  buy 
health  insurance  by  allowing  them  to 
claim  the  premiums  as  tax  credits.  Such 
proposals  would  deny  help  to  the  four- 
fifths  of  the  elderly  whose  incomes  are 
too  low  to  pay  income  tax.  Thus  the  pro- 
posal would  only  benefit  the  best  off 
among  the  aged — those  still  working.  In 
addition,  these  proposals  would  create 
loopholes  in  the  income  tax  law  that  we 
all  seek  to  close  so  that  the  tax  rates  can 
be  kept  as  low  and  as  fair  as  possible. 
Nor  do  I  see  any  more  reason  to  support 
a  pure  subsidy  for  the  well-off  aged  be- 
cause it  is  camouflaged  as  a  tax  reduc- 
tion. And  there  would  be  no  clear  record 
of  the  cost  of  providing  aid  for  the  fa- 
vored group.  It  seems  better  and  more 
conservative  to  me  to  identify  and  calcu- 
late and  record  the  cost  of  any  health 
costs  supported  by  a  Government  pro- 
gram, as  would  be  done  under  a  social 
security  plan. 

Surely  it  is  more  equitable  to  rely  on 
the  time-tested  social  security  approach, 
under  which  hospital  insurance  for  prac- 
tically all  older  people  would  be  financed 
out  of  earmarked  taxes  paid  by  the  very 
people  who  will  qualify  for  protection 
when  they  are  old.  The  problem  the 
aged  face  in  meeting  large  health  bills 
is  too  serious  and  too  widespread  to  be 
met  by  a  tax  device  or  any  other  such 
approach. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill,  in  its  present 
form,  represents  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion despite  the  omission  of  any  provi- 
sion for  hospital  insurance  for  the  aged 
and  the  inadequacy  of  the  new  earnings 
base  that  is  proposed.  I  urge  my  col- 
leagues to  vote  for  its  passage.  Hope- 
fully, this  bill  will  better  meet  the  needs 
of  the  elderly  when  it  is  returned  to  us 
by  the  other  House.  I  believe  it  will. 

For  I  believe  that  a  majority  of  Sena- 
tors favor  providing  hospital  insurance 
for  the  elderly  under  social  security,  just 
as  a  majority  of  this  body  would  favor 
such  legislation  if  they  had  an  opportu- 


nity to  vote  on  it.  I  am  also  confident 
that  a  plan  will  be  developed  that  will  be 
wholly  in  accord  with  the  desire  of  the 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  for  a  sound,  conservatively 
financed  plan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  this  can  and  will  be 
accomplished  by  this  Congress.  We  must 
enact  a  social  security  hospital  benefits 
plan  before  adjournment. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Oregon  [Mr.  UllmanL 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
today  in  support  of  H.R.  11865,  the  social 
security  amendments  of  1964,  as  re- 
ported by  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee. This  bill  contains  important 
changes  in  the  social  security  system. 
First,  is  an  immediate  5 -percent  increase 
in  benefits  across  the  board  for  over  20 
million  Americans  to  partially  offset  the 
rise  in  cost  of  living  since  1958  when 
benefits  were  last  adjusted.  This  bill 
will  also  allow  widows  the  choice  of  be- 
ginning benefits  at  age  60,  rather  than  at 
age  62,  if  they  wish  to  accept  an  actua- 
rial reduction.  Another  most  import- 
tant  change  is  the  reduction  in  quarters 
of  coverage  required  for  elderly  persons 
over  age  72  who  cannot  now  qualify, 
usually  because  the  occupation  in  which 
they  were  engaged  was  not  covered  dur- 
ing their  working  life.  And,  important 
for  our  young  people,  is  an  extension  of 
survivors'  or  dependents'  benefits  to  age 
22  if  they  are  continuing  their  education. 
Currently  these  benefits  stop  at  age  18 
even,  as  frequently  happens,  the  young 
person  has  not  completed  his  or  her 
high  school  education.  These  changes 
are  to  be  financed  by  an  increase  in  the 
earnings  base  and  a  revised  tax  rate 
schedule  which  is  both  adequate  and 
sound. 

I  would  be  less  than  honest  if  I  did  not 
express  my  disappointment  that  this  bill 
does  not  also  contain  a  provision  cover- 
ing the  hospital  needs  of  our  older  citi- 
zens as  well.  As  Members  of  the  House 
know,  the  recommendations  of  the  Pres- 
ident received  long  and  careful  consid- 
eration during  committee  hearings  and 
in  executive  sessions.  Let  me  say  here, 
too,  that  no  one  on  the  committee  gave 
more  time  and  thoughtful  attention  to 
these  considerations  than  the  distin- 
guished chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills].  We  looked  at 
the  administration's  proposals  and  we 
studied  numerous  alternative  ways  of 
providing  adequate  care  within  the  lim- 
its of  maintaining  the  actuarial  sound- 
ness of  the  social  security  system.  We 
were  always  mindful  of  the  fact  that, 
under  the  law,  the  cost  of  a  hospital  in- 
surance program  would  come  out  of  the 
pockets  of  working  people  in  the  form  of 
an  appropriate  increase  in  their  social 
security  tax.  I  fully  believe  that  our 
younger  people  both  want  and  are  will- 
ing to  pay  for  this  program. 

I  want  the  Record  to  clearly  show  that 
the  decision  by  the  committee  to  report 
out  the  bill  we  are  now  considering  was 
not  a  decision  against  the  President's 
proposal  to  provide  hospital  care  for 
elderly  Americans  under  social  security. 
Time  and  again,  in  our  consideration,  it 
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was  made  abundantly  clear  that  the 
benefits  in  this  bill  would  not  preclude 
the  enactment  of  a  hospital  insurance 
program  within  the  restriction  of  the 
theoretical  10-percent  ceiling  on  com- 
bined employer-employee  contributions 
to  the  fund.  The  committee,  in  its  June 
24  press  release  specifically  pointed  out 
that  the  changes  proposed  in  the  legis- 
lation we  Jire  considering  today  are 
"made  without  prejudice  to  possible  ac- 
tion at  a  future  time  on  the  subject  of 
hospital  insurance  under  social  security 
or  on  the  subject  of  amendments  to  the 
medical  assistance  for  the  aged  provi- 
sions under  title  I  of  the  Social  Security 
Act." 

It  should  be  very  clear  to  the  American 
people  that,  in  enacting  this  bill  today, 
we  are  not  brushing  the  issue  of  social 
security  hospital  care  under  the  rug,  be- 
cause it  is  a  problem  which  time  has 
shown  cannot  be  brushed  under  the  rug. 
Evidence  continues  to  mount  that  the 
problem  facing  older  men  and  women, 
set  forth  by  the  President  in  his  health 
message  on  February  10  of  this  year,  is 
becoming  increasingly  severe.  As  Presi- 
dent Johnson  pointed  out: 

One-third  of  the  aged  who  are  forced  to 
ask  for  old-age  assistance  do  so  because  of  111 
health,  and  one-third  of  our  public  assist- 
ance funds  going  to  older  people  is  spent  for 
medical  care.  For  many  others,  serious  ill- 
ness wipes  out  savings  and  carries  their  fam- 
ilies into  poverty.  For  these  people,  old  age 
can  be  a  dark  corridor  of  fear. 

Almost  exactly  a  year  earlier,  in  his 
message  to  the  Congress  on  the  elderly 
citizens  of  our  Nation,  President  Kennedy 
had  said  in  a  similar  vein: 

A  proud  and  resourceful  nation  can  no 
longer  ask  its  elder  people  to  live  in  constant 
fear  of  a  serious  illness  for  which  adequate 
funds  are  not  available.  We  owe  them  the 
right  of  dignity  in  sickness  as  well  as  in 
health.  We  can  achieve  this  by  adding 
health  insurance — primarily  hospitalization 
insurance — to  our  successful  social  security 
system. 

I,  for  one,  Mr.  Chairman,  cannot  forget 
that  hearings  on  this  subject  had  begun 
in  the  very  week  that  President  Kennedy 
was  assassinated.  I,  as  well  as  most  of 
the  Members  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  first  heard  the  dreadful  news 
sitting  in  session  at  those  hearings.  Our 
sense  of  obligation  to'  the  country  in  the 
matter  of  finding  the  best  way  to  enact 
a  program  of  care  through  social  secu- 
rity has  been  deepened  by  our  sense  of 
obligation  to  the  martyred  President 
who  was  so  thoroughly  committed  to  its 
enactment.  For  his  commitment  grew 
out  of  his  pride  in  the  resourcefulness 
of  our  country,  combined  with  a  deep 
consciousness  that  we  cannot  really  be 
a  strong  and  influential  nation  while 
one  of  the  least  of  us  is  in  need. 

The  case  for  extending  our  social  se- 
curity system  to  provide  protection 
against  heavy  medical  costs  for  the  el- 
derly, to  which  President  Johnson  is  also 
deeply  committed,  rests  upon  our  hu- 
manitarian ideals  and  our  determina- 
tion to  overcome,  in  our  time,  those  an- 
cient enemies  of  mankind — poverty,  ig- 
norance, and  disease.  It  rests,  too,  upon 
the  facts  of  our  time — facts  which  were 
so  clearly  reestablished  in  my  mind  by 


the  hearings  conducted  by  the  commit- 
tee. 

One  of  these  facts  is  that  the  Kerr- 
Mills  law  passed  in  1960  cannot  do  the 
whole  job,  as  some  people  contended  it 
could.  Four  years  after  its  enactment, 
we  find  the  States  with  a  helter-skelter  of 
conflicting  programs.  Predictably,  the 
most  complete  programs  are  generally 
limited  to  the  high-income  States  and 
assistance  received  depends  less  on  medi- 
cal and  financial  need  than  on  where 
the  recipient  happens  to  live.  It  is  an 
unfortunate  fact  that  73  percent  of  the 
funds  expended  under  MAA  programs  in 
a  representative  month  went  to  five 
States  which  have  within  their  borders 
only  33  percent  of  the  Nation's  aged 
population.  At  the  other  extreme,  there 
were  17  States  with  no  MAA  program 
in  operation  as  of  June  30  this  year. 

At  the  same  time,  considerable  evi- 
dence gathered  during  the  hearings  in- 
dicated that  the  very  purpose  of  the 
Kerr-Mills  program — namely,  to  provide 
medical  care,  over  and  above  existing  old- 
age  assistance  programs,  to  those  who 
are  medically  in  need  "but  whose  income 
and  resources  are  insufficient  to  meet  the 
costs  of  necessary  medical  services,"  is 
not  being  realized.  Because  of  the  more 
favorable  Federal  matching  provisions 
under  Kerr-Mills,  the  evidence  shows 
that  some  States  have  transferred 
cases — particularly  nursing  home  cases — 
from  their  old-age  assistance  rolls  to  the 
new  program. 

It  is  impossible  to  tell  from  the  statis- 
tics available  to  us  when  and  how  often 
these  transfers  are  occurring,  but  I 
wonder — and  so  do  a  number  of  my  col- 
leagues— just  how  many  of  the  recipients 
listed  as  benefiting  from  the  Kerr-Mills 
law  are  those  people  it  was  designed  to 
help.  A  by  no  means  exceptional  oc- 
currence was  the  reporting  by  one  State — 
Washington — of  1,176  MAA  recipients  in 
May  of  1963  and  a  June  reporting  of 
9,623  recipients,  over  eight  times  as 
many.  State  officials  explained  that  this 
tremendous  increase  in  MAA  was  caused 
by  the  transfer  of  people  receiving  long- 
term  nursing  home  care  under  OAA  to 
the  State's  new  medical  assistance  for 
the  aged  plan.  If  anyone  can  tell  me, 
for  example,  how  many  of  the  181,056 
recipients  of  MAA  in  May  of  1964  were 
the  persons  Kerr-Mills  was  designed  to 
help  and  how  many  were  actually  trans- 
fers from  OAA,  I  would  like  to  have  the 
figure. 

Let  me  make  clear,  at  this  point,  that 
I  am  not  critical  of  the  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram itself.  I  agree  with  the  admin- 
istration that  it  can  admirably  supple- 
ment the  benefit  package  contained  in 
the  administration  bill.  Kerr-Mills  is, 
indeed,  built  for  flexibility  in  this  regard. 
I  do,  however,  want  to  make  my  position 
quite  clear  that  Kerr-Mills  is  no  sub- 
stitute for  the  administration  plan,  and 
in  my  opinion  never  can  be,  because  it 
depends  too  heavily  on  the  already-bur- 
dened budgets  of  the  States.  It  is  this 
fact  of  life,  rather  than  any  lack  of  con- 
cern for  our  elders  at  the  State  level, 
which,  quite  naturally,  forces  them  to 
build  into  State  programs  such  limita- 
tions as  rigid  means  test  provisions,  lien 
laws,  limitations  on  benefits,  the  require- 


ment that  relatives  be  questioned,  and 
other  features.  As  a  result,  too  many  of 
our  older  people  find  qualifying  so 
humiliating  that  they  often  do  not 
apply  for  the  assistance  they  need  and 
are  entitled  to. 

We  also  found,  in  the  course  of  the 
hearings,  that  the  one  feature  used  as  an 
argument  in  support  of  Kerr-Mills — that 
it  guarantees  freedom  for  the  individual 
to  choose  his  own  doctor,  thereby  main- 
taining the  important  doctor-patient  re- 
lationship— was  far  from  being  realized. 
An  example,  brought  out  under  the  ques- 
tioning of  Congressman  King,  was  the 
evidence  that  90  percent  of  the  funds  for 
hospital  care  under  the  California  plan 
went  to  county  hospitals  in  the  State,  in 
large  part  because  of  a  so-called  corridor 
plan  under  which  people  who  wanted  to 
go  to  a  private  hospital  instead  must  pay 
for  21  days  of  their  own  hospital  care, 
but  could  receive  free  care  in  a  county 
hospital  immediately.  Congressman 
King  made  the  telling  point,  and  his  wit- 
ness agreed,  that  such  a  practice  hardly 
served  the  Kerr-Mills  purpose  of  pro- 
viding free  choice  of  doctors  since,  in  a 
county  hospital,  the  patient  is  cared  for 
by  the  county  hospital  staff,  rather  than 
a  private  physician. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  five  volumes  of 
hearings  before  the  committee,  volumi- 
nous pages  of  claims  by  organizations 
representing  physicians  claim  that  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  is  doing  the  job  it 
was  intended  to  do.  I  know  that  physi- 
cians are  concerned  with  providing  older 
people  with  better  medical  care  than  they 
have  been  getting,  but  I  sometimes  won- 
der, in  view  of  the  record,  why  physi- 
cians who  represent  such  a  noble  profes- 
sion, who  spend  years  in  training  to 
learn  to  seek  the  whole  truth  in  solving 
the  ills  of  the  body,  should  be  so  willing 
to  accept  less  than  the  whole  truth  in 
facing  up  to  the  social  responsibility  of 
both  themselves  and  the  Nation  to  pro- 
vide a  solution  to  the  very  real  problem 
of  adequate  medical  care  for  the  aged. 

Much  as  I  had  hoped  that  the  insur- 
ance industry  could  do  the  job  of  pro- 
viding adequate  coverage  within  the 
means  of  the  majority  of  our  aged,  it 
has  now  been  amply  demonstrated  that 
they  cannot.  In  the  course  of  the  hear- 
ings, I  questioned  representatives  of  the 
insurance  industry  on  the  availability  of 
coverage  and  the  cost  of  existing  poli- 
cies. In  spite  of  the  energetic  and  imag- 
inative efforts  of  the  industry  very  little 
progress  has  been  made.  The  hearings 
conducted  this  spring  by  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Aging  brought  out  that 
the  10.3  million  persons  having  health 
policies  was  "an  inflated  figure,  concoc- 
ted to  create  an  illusion  of  great  strides 
by  private  health  insurance  in  extending 
coverage  to  the  aged."  The  report  of  the 
committee  pointed  out  that  only  one  in 
four  older  persons  hold  adequate  hospi- 
tal insurance  under  the  definition  of  ade- 
quacy established  by  the  American  Hos- 
pital Association  and  that  well  over  one- 
half  of  all  commercial  insurance  policies 
pay  only  $10  or  less  a  day  toward  hospi- 
tal room  and  board  charges.  Blue  Cross, 
which  the  committee  found  came  closest 
to  providing  adequate  hospital  insurance 
for  the  aged,  is  now  under  competitive 
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cost  pressures  employing  a  variety  of  de- 
vices such  as  deductibles,  coinsurance 
and  dollar  limits  on  benefits.  The  wide- 
ly advertised  and  much-heralded  State- 
65  plans  have  premiums  which  amount 
to  one-sixth  of  the  median  incomes  of 
aged  couples,  and  even  with  this  tre- 
mendous cost,  benefits  must  be  limited 
by  the  use  of  such  devices  as  exclusion 
of  preexisting  conditions,  deductibles 
and  coinsurance.  Furthermore,  pre- 
miums are  by  no  means  static  and  many 
plans  are  losing  enrollees  rather  than 
expanding. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
time  has  come  for  us  to  recognize  that 
no  one  single  approach  is  ever  going  to 
do  the  entire  job  and  that  we  must  look 
at  the  picture  squarely  and  determine 
how,  by  a  joint  effort  of  the  private  and 
public  sectors  of  the  economy  we  can 
find  better  ways  of  meeting  this  national 
problem.  This  was  the  position  taken  by 
Secretary  Celebrezze  when  he  appeared 
before  the  committee  urging  that  we  en- 
act the  administration's  health  care  bill 
as  a  floor  protection.  This  floor  could 
then  be  supplemented  by  savings  and  in- 
surance while  public-assistance-type 
programs  could  provide  for  those  in  need. 
And,  with  the  high  cost  of  hospital  in- 
surance provided  for,  States  would  be 
financially  able  to  extend  the  range  of 
these  supplementary  services  for  who 
qualify  for  OAA  or  MAA. 

Most  people  who  have  studied  the 
situation  exhaustively,  even  some  of  the 
prominent  Republicans  who  had  first  op- 
posed using  social  security,  have  come  to 
the  same  conclusion,  that  it  must  be  used 
to  do  part  of  the  job.  Two  notable  ex- 
amples are  former  Secretaries  of  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare under  Republican  administrations, 
Marion  B.  Folsom  and  Arthur  S.  Flem- 
ming. 

Former  Secretary  Folsom  reversed  his 
earlier  opposition  to  using  social  security 
on  January  9,  1961,  when,  in  an  address 
before  the  White  House  Conference  on 
Aging,  he  said: 

The  logical  plan,  and  one  which  is  endorsed 
by  most  students  of  the  subject,  is  to 
finance  and  administer  a  program  of  health 
insurance  for  retired  people  through  the 
old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  program — 

Because  it  would  spread  the  cost  over 
the  entire  wage  earning  population — 
without  adverse  effect  on  the  Federal  budget 
and  with  little  if  any  adverse  effect  on  the 
economy. 

Secretary  Flemming,  as  Chairman  of 
the  National  Committee  on  Health  Care 
of  the  Aged,  worked  with  an  illustrious 
group  of  experts  and,  after  a  year-long 
study  of  all  possible  alternatives,  last  No- 
vember issued  a  report  proposing  a  dual 
public-private  program  of  health  insur- 
ance for  the  aged  which  could  cover 
roughly  two-thirds  of  the  aggregate 
health  care  costs.  The  public  plan,  as 
proposed  by  the  Committee,  "should 
utilize  the  principle  of  contributory  so- 
cial insurance  to  cover  all  persons  65 
years  of  age  and  over,  with  payments  col- 
lected during  the  working  years  of  all 
employed  and  self-employed  persons." 

Mr.  Flemming  also  appeared  before  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  last  Novem- 
ber to  reiterate  his  support  for  the  so- 


cial security  method  of  financing  the  hos- 
pital care  provisions  of  the  program  his 
Committee  recommended. 

One  final  point  about  the  President's 
proposal  for  hospital  care  under  social 
security  which  is,  I  believe,  often  over- 
looked is  that  it  is  essentially  a  bill  to 
help  those  people  who  have  been  hard 
working,  self-sufficient  citizens  all  of 
their  lives.  The  catastrophic  effect  of  a 
medical  bill,  which  can  quickly  run  into 
thousands  of  dollars,  can  be  described  as 
constituting  one  of  the  greatest  fears 
facing  those  who  want  to  retain  their 
dignity  and  self-sufficiency  when  they 
retire.  These  people  are  proud  of  their 
self-sufficiency  and  are  unwilling  to  enter 
a  welfare  office  if  it  is  at  all  possible  to 
find  another  way.  They  know  that  their 
children  with  growing  families  are  will- 
ing to  help  all  they  can,  but  they  also 
know  that  money  spent  on  their  behalf 
is  greatly  needed  in  those  growing  fami- 
lies and  if  it  does  not  deprive  them  of 
basic  needs  at  the  present  time,  can  and 
often  does  deprive  their  grandchildren 
of  college  in  the  future.  The  aged  per- 
sons with  modest  incomes  are  the  one 
segment  of  our  population  for  whom  no 
provision  has  been  made.  The  very 
wealthy  aged  are  allowed  liberal  medical 
expense  deductions  and  governmental 
action  has  been  taken  to  help  the  very 
poor,  but  for  those  who  have  been  self- 
supporting  all  their  lives,  there  is  noth- 
ing. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
again  compliment  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee and  the  other  members  of  the 
committee  for  the  great  concern  they 
have  shown  in  this  matter,  for  the  many 
months  and  untold  hours  they  have 
spent,  and  for  the  care  and  diligence  they 
have  shown  in  seeking  a  good  solution. 
In  concluding,  I  want  to  remind  my  col- 
leagues that  it  is  the  hope  of  millions 
of  Americans  that  the  Senate  will  add  a 
hospitalization  program  as  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  we  are  now  considering 
so  that  the  conference  committee  can 
utilize  all  the  work  and  expert  under- 
standing of  the  House  committee  mem- 
bers and  come  out  with  a  sound  pro- 
gram of  hospital  care  for  the  aged. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Burke]. 

Mr.  BURKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
strongly  endorse  the  across-the-board 
5 -percent  benefit  increase  provided 
under  the  bill  as  one  of  the  most  urgently 
needed  improvements  in  the  social  secu- 
rity program  at  this  time.  The  increase 
will  be  very  helpful  to  the  nearly  20  mil- 
lion social  security  beneficiaries  now  get- 
ting monthly  checks.  It  is  estimated 
that,  under  the  bill,  about  $900  million 
will  be  paid  out  in  additional  social  secu- 
rity benefits  over  the  first  12  months  of 
operations. 

As  the  productivity  of  our  economy  has 
increased,  active  workers  have  shared  in 
the  fruits  of  increased  production 
through  wage  increases,  so  that  even 
though  prices  have  risen  they  are  gen- 
erally better  off  as  a  result  of  the  expan- 
sion in  the  economy.  Retired  people 
getting  social  security  benefits,  on  the 


other  hand,  have  experienced  the  full 
weight  of  the  increase  in  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing since  1958,  when  the  last  general 
increase  in  social  security  benefits  was 
enacted.  Those  who  must  live  solely  on 
their  benefits — and  about  half  have  no 
other  significant  income  they  can  count 
on — find  it  very  hard  to  absorb  even  a 
small  increase  in  prices  on  their  meager 
incomes.  The  aged — particularly  those 
who  are  retired — are  among  the  poorest 
groups  in  our  population  today.  Social 
security  benefits  are  the  chief  source  of 
support  for  the  retired  aged  and  a  5 -per- 
cent increase  in  these  benefits  is  an 
important  step  in  the  effort  to  reduce 
and  alleviate  poverty  in  the  United 
States. 

The  bill  also  provides  for  lowering  from 
age  62  to  60  the  age  at  which  a  widow 
can  start  getting  widows'  benefits  based 
on  her  deceased  husband's  earnings. 
Widows'  benefits  will  be  available  2  years 
earlier  than  they  now  are,  and  the  bene- 
fits for  women  who  claim  them  before 
age  62  will  be  reduced  to  take  account  of 
the  longer  time  over  which  they  will  be 
paid.  Thus  the  change  will  not  increase 
the  cost  of  social  security  but  neverthe- 
less will  get  benefit  payments  out  to 
widows  when  they  are  needed  before  age 
62. 

Widows,  particularly  those  who  are 
widowed  late  in  life — when  they  are 
nearing  age  62 — simply  cannot  be  ex- 
pected to  suddenly  find  work  and  start 
supporting  themselves  after  many  years 
at  home  as  wives  and  mothers.  Many  of 
the  180,000  widows  of  insured  workers 
who  are  60  and  61  and  who  would  start 
getting  benefits  under  this  bill  in  the 
first  12  months  of  operations  have  been 
unable  to  support  themselves  and  have 
had  to  turn  to  their  children  or  to  public 
or  private  welfare  agencies  for  help;  the 
benefits  that  they  will  get  under  this 
bill  will  make  an  important  difference  in 
the  lives  of  these  older  widows. 

About  $175  million  in  benefits  will  be 
paid  to  275,000  children  next  year  under 
the  provision  that  a  child  may  continue 
to  receive  benefits  after  he  attains  age 
18  and  until  he  becomes  age  22  if  he  is 
in  school.  This  money  will  be  an  invest- 
ment in  America's  future,  for  it  will  go 
to  children  who  otherwise  might  not  be 
able  to  continue  with  their  education  be- 
cause they  can  no  longer  depend  upon 
their  fathers'  earnings  for  support. 

This  provision  brings  the  social  secu- 
rity program  into  line  with  educational 
conditions  as  we  find  them  today.  Edu- 
cational requirements  for  jobs  today  are 
considerably  higher  than  they  were  in 
the  past.  For  many  jobs  education  be- 
yond high  school  is  required,  and  a  high 
school  education  is  a  basic  requirement 
for  many  more  jobs  than  previously. 
Under  the  new  provision  most  child  bene- 
ficiaries will  be  able  to  count  on  benefits 
for  support  while  they  finish  high  school 
or  go  to  vocational  schools,  and  many  of 
them  will  have  this  income  through  col- 
lege. It  is  altogether  proper  that  social 
security  benefits,  which  are  a  substitute 
for  the  lost  earnings  of  a  parent,  should 
provide  the  support  that  the  child's 
parent,  if  he  were  alive,  would  have  pro- 
vided to  help  the  child  go  to  school. 
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Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
desire  to  the  gentleman  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Broyhtll]. 

Mr.  BROYHILL  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  urge  my  colleagues 
in  this  body  to  support  the  bill  we  have 
before  us  today,  H.R.  11865. 

Although  some  changes  were  made  in 
the  social  security  system  in  1961,  this 
bill  is  the  first  comprehensive  revision  of 
the  system  since  1958.  As  my  colleagues 
will  recall,  in  1958,  we  provided  for  about 
a  7  percent  increase  in  social  security 
benefits  to  reflect  changes  which  had 
taken  place  in  the  economy  since  the  last 
across-the-board  increase  in  1954. 

No  one  can  deny  that  our  economy  has 
undergone  changes  since  1958,  particu- 
larly with  respect  to  the  consumer  price 
index,  sometimes  referred  to  as  the  cost- 
of-living  index.  This  index  has  risen 
almost  7  percent  since  1958,  causing  a 
deterioration  in  the  value  of  the  social 
security  benefits  paid  our  retired  and  dis- 
abled, and  their  dependents  or  survivors. 
This  has  forced  them  to  turn  to  other 
resources,  which  in  many  cases  are  some- 
what meager,  limited,  or  even  nonex- 
istent. If  we  do  not  act  here  today,  I 
am  fearful  that  many  of  these  people, 
living  on  limited  income,  may  deplete 
these  other  resources  or  at  least  find  them 
insufficient  to  absorb  creeping  inflation. 

On  this  point  let  me  set  the  record 
straight.  I  have  not,  and  will  not  be  a 
party  to  the  economic  policies  of  this  and 
other  Democratic  administrations  which 
have  not  only  failed  to  turn  the  tide  of 
inflation,  but  which  have  willfully  con- 
tributed to  its  threatening  growth.  I 
will,  however,  join  here  today  in  meeting 
a  responsibility  the  majority  party  owes 
to  our  social  security  recipients.  Mr. 
Chairman,  were  it  not  for  these  reckless 
economic  policies  the  respected  chair- 
man of  our  committee  would  not  be  be- 
fore this  House  asking  that  social  secu- 
rity benefits  be  raised  by  5  percent. 

I  give  fair  warning  that  unless  the  ad- 
ministration and  the  majority  Members 
of  this  Congress  reverse  their  policies  and 
begin  seriously  attacking  inflation,  this  is 
one  Member  who  may  not  be  so  willing 
to  support  an  across-the-board  increase 
in  benefits  next  time  around. 

I  regret,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  is  not 
a  6 -percent  benefit  increase  we  are  vot- 
ing on  today.  I  feel  that  this  would  more 
clearly  reflect  the  inflation  that  has  taken 
place  since  1958.  However,  some  of  my 
colleagues  on  the  committee  in  their  zeal 
to  enact  so-called  King-Anderson  medi- 
care, whether  the  American  people  want 
it  or  not,  felt  that  the  door  should  be  left 
open  for  financing  medicare  under  this 
bill.  Therefore,  they  blocked  in  commit- 
tee a  more  exact  adjustment  in  the  bene- 
fits for  the  inflation  which  they  them- 
selves had  caused.  This  is  a  strange 
paradox  for  the  party  that  is  all  the  time 
saying  it  wants  to  do  something  for  "the 
people" — they  take  away  over  6  percent 
of  the  value  of  the  social  security  recipi- 
ents retirement  income  and  now  propose 
under  this  bill  to  give  them  back  5  per- 
cent of  it.  This  my  friends  is  nothing 
more  than  Texas  horse  trading.  But  I 
doubt  the  20  million  receiving  social 
security  benefits  will  be  so  easily  fooled. 


These  medicare  enthusiasts  on  the 
committee  and  the  administration 
spokesmen  felt  that  a  deserved  6-percent 
cash  benefit,  while  desirable,  would  have 
precluded  the  addition  of  medicare  to 
the  bill  by  the  other  body,  or  by  this  body 
at  a  later  date.  That  is,  it  would  not  be 
possible  without  pushing  the  combined 
employee-employer  tax  beyond  10  per- 
cent and  raising  the  taxable  wage  base 
several  hundreds  of  dollars  beyond  what 
this  bill  contemplates.  However,  I  would 
seriously  question  whether  it  could  be 
done  with  even  a  5-percent  increase  in 
cash  benefits  without  endangering  the 
financial  solvency  of  the  fund,  or  with- 
out the  future  enactment  of  increases  in 
either  the  tax  or  the  wage  base,  or  both. 

This  whole  development  in  the  com- 
mittee merely  proves  what  I  have  hypo- 
thesized for  some  time — you  cannot  have 
social  security-financed  medicare  and 
still  do  what  needs  to  be  done  to  pre- 
serve and  strengthen  the  existing  social 
security  system.  I  say  let  us  forget  about 
this  medicare  monster  and  meet  our 
responsibilities  to  the  existing  social  se- 
curity system.  Let  us  pass  this  5  per- 
cent increase  and  hope  the  Senate  has 
the  wisdom  to  make  it  6  percent. 

Mr.  Chairman,  before  relinquishing 
my  time,  I  would  like  to  comment  on 
some  other  aspects  of  this  bill. 

I  concur  with  the  chairman  of  our 
committee  as  to  the  need  to  extend 
child's  insurance  benefits  beyond  the  at- 
tainment of  age  18.  Many  children  do 
not  complete  high  school  prior  to  reach- 
ing age  18,  and  many  go  on  to  graduate 
from  college.  I  see  no  reason  why  bene- 
fits should  not  be  extended  to  these  de- 
serving young  people  who  are  pursuing 
knowledge.  We  have  too  many  high 
school  and  college  dropouts  as  it  is.  I 
know  from  my  own  experience  that  there 
is  nothing  so  valuable  as  a  good  educa- 
tion. 

I  feel  that  we  should  do  something  for 
those  age  72  and  over  who  lack  the 
requisite  number  of  quarters  in  covered 
employment  to  qualify  for  social  security 
benefits.  I  particularly  feel  that  some- 
thing should  be  done  for  those  more  than 
1  million  widows  age  72  and  over  whose 
husbands  did  not  work  in  covered  em- 
ployment. For  the  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  these  people,  they  were  born 
too  early  or  we  acted  too  late  to  bring 
them  within  the  social  security  system. 
Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  1V2  million  of 
these  people.  I  had  hoped  that  we  would 
be  able  to  bring  them  all  within  the  sys- 
tem. However,  the  bill  falls  short  of 
this  goal  in  that  it  reaches  only  about 
one-third  of  them. 

I  supported  this  provision  to  liberalize 
the  required  quarters  of  coverage  neces- 
sary to  qualify  for  benefits  in  hope  that 
we  will  act  soon  to  extend  benefits  to 
those  still  remaining. 

I  also  feel  it  is  desirable  to  reduce  the 
age  at  which  widows  may  qualify  for 
benefits  from  62  to  60.  It  is  not  uncom- 
mon for  women  to  be  considerably 
younger  than  their  husbands,  say  by  4, 
5,  or  6  years,  and  for  them  to  be  widowed 
while  in  their  late  fifties  or  early  sixties. 
Under  present  law,  although  their  hus- 
bands may  have  been  age  65  or  over  and 
retired  on  social  security,  they  must  wait 


until  age  62  before  they  can  receive  ben- 
efits through  their  deceased  husband's 
entitlement.  This  may  leave  them  with 
little  or  no  source  of  support  for  a  time. 
Lowering  the  age  to  60  will  somewhat 
lessen  this  danger.  At  the  same  time, 
there  will  be  no  longrun  cost  to  the 
trust  fund  as  the  amount  they  can  elect 
to  receive  at  this  earlier  age  will  be  re- 
duced actuarially. 

Mr.  Chairman,  two  provisions  of  this 
bill,  however,  give  me  some  concern. 
The  first  is  the  compulsory  coverage  of 
self-employed  doctors.  It  would  seem 
to  me  that  as  long  as  the  medical  pro- 
fession prefers  to  remain  outside  the  so- 
cial security  system,  this  choice  is  theirs 
and  theirs  a^one  to  make.  This  theory 
has  prevailed  heretofore;  namely,  that  it 
should  be  up  to  the  group  as  to  whether 
or  not  they  desire  coverage.  On  this  ba- 
sis, during  the  consideration  of  the  1960 
amendments,  the  Senate  removed  the 
House  provision  extending  coverage  to 
doctors. 

While  the  self  employed  were  first  cov- 
ered under  the  social  security  amend- 
ments act  of  1950  and  their  coverage  was 
broadened  and  liberalized  under  the  1954 
and  1956  amendments,  self-employed 
doctors  were  specifically  excluded.  I  am 
fully  aware  of  the  Social  Security  Admin- 
istration's attempts  to  cover  them  but 
here  the  record  speaks  for  itself — such 
attempts  have  failed. 

I  know  of  no  deluge  of  requests  from 
the  medical  profession  requesting  this 
coverage.  In  fact,  my  experience  has 
been  to  the  contrary.  All  the  doctors 
I  have  heard  from  do  not  want  to  be 
covered.  Where  is  the  evidence  that  a 
majority  of  doctors  want  social  security 
coverage  I  feel  that  it  is  incumbent 
upon  those  who  support  this  move  to 
produce  such  evidence,  particularly  in 
light  of  past  develonments.  I  only  hope 
that  the  Senate  will  act  as  they  did  in 
1960  and  strike  this  provision. 

In  addition,  I  have  reservations  about 
the  desirability  of  including  employee 
tips  and  gratuities  for  social  security 
purposes. 

In  the  House  report  accompanying  the 
social  security  amendments  of  1958  your 
committee  had  this  to  say  about  the 
coverage  of  tips: 

Your  committee  gave  serious  consideration 
to  the  question  of  including  in  creditable 
wages  the  tips  that  are  received  by  an  em- 
ployee directly  from  the  customer  even 
though  the  employer  does  not  require  an 
accounting.  We  are  aware  that  because  sucn 
tips  are  not  now  counted  toward  benefits  a 
large  number  of  employees  have  inadequate 
protection  under  the  system.  The  average 
wages,  without  t^ps,  of  employees  who  cus- 
tomarily receive  t'ps  are  relatively  low;  their 
benefits  reflect  only  this  level  of  earnings 
rather  than  the  true  level  of  their  earnings 
from  work. 

There  are,  however,  considerable  difficulties 
In  determining  the  amounts  of  tips  to  be 
counted  and  in  securing  reports  of  these 
amounts.  Your  committee  considered  plans 
relating  to  the  problems  involved,  but  was 
not  able,  in  the  time  at  its  disposal,  to  satisfy 
itself  that  such  plans  would  be  workable  on 
a  national  scale.  We  have  asked  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  and 
the  Department  of  the  Treasury  to  give  fur- 
ther study  to  this  question  with  a  view  to 
submitting  recommendations  on  the  problem 
to  the  committee  as  early  as  possible. 
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I  ask,  where  is  the  study  that  HEW 
and  Treasury  were  directed  to  make? 
Where  are  their  recommendations?  I 
did  not  see  them.  The  committee  simply 
took  the  language  of  a  bill  introduced 
by  my  colleague  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Keogh],  altered  it,  and  in- 
corporated it  into  the  bill  we  have  before 
us  today. 

I  personally  do  not  feel  that  this  pro- 
posal is  workable  on  a  national  scale 
anl,  yet,  this  would  seem  to  be  one  of  the 
criteria  laid  down  by  the  1958  House 
report.  It  is  bound  to  create  problems 
for  employees  and  employers  alike. 

It  was  not  considered  in  a  public 
hearing.  The  industries  concerned  were 
given  from  one  afternooh  to  the  follow- 
ing morning  to  present  their  views  in 
writing,  and  then  these  written  views 
were  considered  behind  closed  commit- 
tee doors  without  the  benefit  of  personal 
appearances  and  the  necessary  question- 
ing of  these  industry  representatives. 

I  feel  that  this  proposal  was  hastily 
considered  and  included  in  the  bill,  al- 
though I  do  not,  by  any  means,  challenge 
the  motives  of  its  authors.  Certainly 
their  motives  were  well  intended.  But 
I  certainly  hope  that  the  Senate  will  give 
is  a  hard  second  look.  The  mere  fact 
that  HEW  and  Treasury  failed  to  pre- 
sent any  study  or  recommendations  to 
the  committee  would  indicate  that  this 
is  a  real  problem  area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  since  this  bill  comes  to 
the  floor  under  a  closed  rule  I  am  pre- 
cluded, as  are  my  colleagues,  from  of- 
fering any  amendments  to  delete  these 
two  provisions.  I  have  taken  this  time, 
however,  to  make  the  record  clear  as  to 
my  own  position.  Because  the  good  in 
this  bill  outweighs  the  bad,  I  will  sup- 
port it,  but  with  the  above  stated  reser- 
vations. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  20  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Curtis]  . 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  lej; 
me  say  I  think  that  the  committee  report 
is  excellent,  and  I  would  commend  this 
to  any  person  who  is  interested  in  the 
bill  for  reading.  It  is  accurately  and 
well  stated.  Indeed,  the  explanations 
made  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  have  been  exemplary. 

I  want  to  call  attention,  however,  to 
the  minority  views  or  the  separate  views 
of  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
Utt]  and  the  genlteman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Alger]  .  The  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Utt]  will  take  the  floor  to  explain 
some  of  this.  We  all  know  the  unfor- 
tunate circumstances  which  prevents  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  from  participat- 
ing in  this  debate. 

I  also  want  to  say  to  my  colleagues  and 
students  of  the  social  security  system 
that  these  supplemental  views  are  well 
worth  reading,  and  are  accurate.  It  well 
behooves  the  American  Congress  to  start 
paying  attention  to  these  constructive 
critics  of  this  basic  system,  because  our 
society  has  become  committed  to  the  im- 
provement and  indeed  the  stability  of 
the  social  security  system. 

Those  who  would  ignore  constructive 
criticism  are  the  very  ones  I  would  sug- 
gest who  are  going  to  undermine  and  are 
undermining  the  social  security  system. 


If  I  had  my  way  this  committee  report 
on  this  bill  would  be  worded  "The  Pay- 
roll Tax  Increase  Act  of  1964,"  because 
this  is  the  gist  of  the  problem,  the  pay- 
roll tax  increase.  This  is  a  tax  act.  It 
comes  out  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee. It  is  an  increase  in  the  taxes  on 
our  people.  It  is  an  increase  in  the  pay- 
roll tax,  which  I  think  most  students  of 
taxation  and  economics  recognize  is  the 
most  regressive  tax  we  have  in  our  whole 
system  of  taxes,  that  is,  except  for  in- 
flation, which  is  not  commonly  looked 
upon  as  a  tax  but  of  course  actually  is 
from  an  economic  standpoint. 

We  are  here  recommending,  and  I  join 
in  these  recommendations,  an  increase 
in  this  Federal  payroll  tax.  Just  this 
year,  on  the  advice  of  some  of  the  stu- 
dents in  this  country  outside  of  Con- 
gress and  people  in  political  science,  as 
well  as  members  of  our  committee  who 
have  been  trying  to  study  these  matters, 
we  recommend  that  the  Federal  income 
tax  had  reached  a  point  where  it  was 
undermining  economic  security  and  eco- 
nomic stability.  Indeed,  this  was  a  solid 
case,  I  felt,  so  we  recommended  that  we 
had  to  reduce  these  rates  because  of  the 
economic  damage  which  was  being 
created. 

I  think  it  well  behooves  us  to  look  at 
the  payroll  tax  to  see  just  how  far  we 
can  go  in  our  society  in  increasing  this 
tax.  What  are  the  economic  conse- 
quences? I  think  it  is  in  one  sense  ap- 
propriate perhaps  that  again  the  in- 
creases of  social  security  benefits  are 
coming  in  an  election  year.  Because  as 
usual  this  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  your  committee,  has  again  come 
forward,  and  I  am  very  proud  of  us  for 
this,  to  present  the  ways  and  means  to 
finance  the  benefits  that  we  are  recom- 
mending be  increased  and  broadened  in 
this  bill. 

I  hope  some  of  the  debate  this  fall  be- 
tween the  two  presidential  candidates 
will  be  around  the  economic  conse- 
quences of  increasing  the  payroll  tax. 
President  Kennedy  campaigned  in  1960 
on  two  basic  economic  issues,  and  they 
were  real  issues:  The  high  rate  of  un- 
employment, which  was  5.6  percent,  and 
our  deteriorating  balance  of  payments 
and  the  gold  flow.  Indeed,  these  were 
two  serious  problems,  and  we  all  know 
that  there  has  been  little  or  no  improve- 
ment in  either  of  these  two  areas  to 
speak  about  in  the  past  almost  4  years. 
Unemployment  is  still  5.3  percent.  The 
balance  of  payments  is  still  seriously 
minus. 

Think  this  through  with  me.  What 
does  the  payroll  tax  do  toward  creating 
new  jobs?  What  does  it  do  when  a 
manager  has  a  choice  of  buying  ma- 
chinery or  getting  more  men  on  the  pay- 
roll? There  is  no  question  about  what 
it  does.  Of  course  it  is  an  encourage- 
ment to  further  automate.  This  is  a  tax 
on  job  creation. 

I  want  this  in  context  because  I  hap- 
pen to  think  a  payroll  tax  is  useful  and 
is  valuable  up  to  a  point,  but  even  when 
we  use  it  we  must  recognize  that  it  has 
this  consequence.  It  is  a  cost  of  doing 
business.  It  is  a  cost  of  doing  business 
by  using  jobs  as  opposed  to  using 
machinery. 


Our  balance  of  payments  is  directly 
affected.  An  increase  in  the  payroll  tax 
is  a  major  cost  in  the  production  of 
American  goods  and  services  which  we 
hope  to  sell  abroad.  We  do  have  a  good 
balance  of  trade,  of  our  exports  over  our 
imports,  but  as  we  increase  our  costs, 
which  means  increasing  the  price,  we 
run  into  the  discipline  of  the  foreign 
marketplace. 

So  this  payroll  tax  has  a  great  bearing 
on  the  two  primary  economic  problems 
that  faced  us  in  1960  and  that  still  face 
us  in  1964,  unemployment  and  a  minus 
balance  of  payments. 

The  next  point  I  want  to  make  before 
I  go  on  to  the  benefits,  because  I  again 
say  I  am  recommending  that  this  bill  be 
adopted  but  before  I  do  so  let  me  speak 
about  the  first  benefit  that  is  contained 
in  this  bill. 

The  first  benefit  is  to  increase  across 
the  board  by  5  percent  the  social  secu- 
rity benefit  payments  that  are  provided. 

For  a  number  of  years,  I  have  stood  in 
the  well  of  the  House  warning  my  col- 
leagues of  the  damages  that  come  from 
continued  Federal  deficit  financing.  I 
know  these  warnings  have  largely  fallen 
on  deaf  ears  because  one  cannot  imme- 
diately see  the  consequences  of  this  con- 
tinued imbalance  in  our  Federal  budgets. 
But  here  is  what  I  say  today,  gentlemen. 
The  reason  you  have  this  bill  before  you 
is  because  of  these  continuing  deficits 
which  have  eroded  the  purchasing  power 
of  the  dollar.  That  is  what  the  chair- 
man of  this  committee  told  you.  The 
reason  this  bill  is  here  is  that  our  older 
people  on  retirement  have  had  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  their  dollar,  of  the  dol- 
lars that  they  received  in  social  security 
benefits  or  from  any  annuity,  eroded 
since  the  last  time  we  tried  to  catch  up 
for  them — and  my  friend,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Byrnes]  was  char- 
itable I  think  in  saying  the  erosion  was 
7  percent — I  would  suggest  that  the  ero- 
sion has  been  nearer  8  percent. 

Let  me  ask  my  colleagues  to  refer  to 
the  Record  tomorrow  because  there  does 
not  seem  to  be  great  interest  on  the  floor 
at  this  time  on  the  part  of  the  member- 
ship, but  perhaps  when  they  read  the 
Record  or  if  by  some  miracle  the  press 
would  ever  report  anything  that  is  said  in 
this  regard,  perhaps  the  people  of  this 
country  might  pay  attention.  But  for 
the  record,  let  us  take  the  economic  in- 
dicators that  are  published  by  the  Joint 
Economic  Committee  and  prepared  by 
the  President's  Council  of  Economic  Ad- 
visers. There  are  two  ways  that  we  can 
measure  the  cost-of-living  increase  or 
the  erosion  of  the  dollar.  The  best  one 
probably,  on  page  2,  is  to  look  in  the 
final  column  there,  the  implicit  price 
deflator  for  total  gross  national  product. 
In  1958,  which  was  the  last  year  we 
raised  the  benefits  under  social  security, 
the  implicit  price  deflator  was  93.3.  In 
the  second  quarter  of  1964,  it  is  101.6. 
The  differential,  as  you  can  see,  is  8.3. 

Now  let  us  turn  to  the  second  eco- 
nomic indicator  on  page  26  of  the  indica- 
tor which  is  the  more  usual  one  referred 
to,  the  Consumer  Price  Index.  In  1958 
it  was  100.7.  In  the  last  month  of  1964 
we  have  here  as  of  May,  it  was  107.8. 
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So  you  see  what  has  happened  to  the 
purchasing  power  of  the  dollar  and  why 
this  bill  is  here.  It  is  because  we  have 
not  been  exercising  the  discipline  neces- 
sary to  balance  our  budget  in  good  times 
let  alone  in  bad  times.  We  just  con- 
tinue on  the  theory  that  we  can  spend 
more  money  than  we  take  in  at  the 
Federal  level  and  nothing  really  is  going 
to  happen. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  In  con- 
nection with  the  discussion  of  the  in- 
creased cost  of  living,  I  believe  it  is 
interesting  to  note  that  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  is  now  holding  hear- 
ings on  the  matter  of  excise  taxes  or  sales 
taxes  levied  by  the  Federal  Government. 
This  is  in  a  belief  that  something  ought 
to  be  done  to  remove  the  burden,  or  at 
least  some  of  the  burden. 

Really,  what  has  happened  since  1958 
is  that  by  force  of  inflation  we  have 
added  a  7-  to  8-percent  sales  tax  on  the 
American  people.  It  is  that  sales  tax 
which  results,  in  a  sense,  from  inflation 
which  brings  us  here  for  a  5-percent  in- 
crease. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin  is  entirely  correct.  Our  sales 
taxes  are  ad  valorem,  by  and  large. 
Therefore,  as  the  costs  of  goods  and  serv- 
ices go  up  the  excise  taxes  go  up. 

This  sales  tax  is  the  second  most  re- 
gressive tax. 

I  ask  Members  to  note  what  we  did. 
First  we  cut  the  Federal  income  taxes, 
because  we  recognized  the  economic 
damage  they  were  causing.  Now  we  are 
talking — and  thank  goodness  we  are — 
about  cutting  the  excise  taxes.  Yet  we 
have  before  the  House  a  bill  to  increase 
the  payroll  taxes. 

Let  me  say  that  this  is  because  we  have 
not  shown  the  fiscal  discipline  necessary. 
Let  me  say  also  that  President  Johnson 
is  not  presenting  an  economy  program  to 
this  Congress,  he  is  still  presenting  a 
budget  out  of  balance  in  a  period  of  high 
economic  activity. 

That  is  the  test.  The  President  merely 
argues,  "My  budget  is  only  $8  billion  out 
of  balance,  when  Kennedy's  was  $10  bil- 
lion out  of  balance."  It  is  still  out  of 
balance.  It  is  still  creating  this  tax  of 
inflation,  which  is  the  rottenest  tax  of 
them  all.  This  is  the  context  which 
surrounds  this  issue. 

Yes,  we  are  doing  a  good  job  in  im- 
proving the  equities  of  the  social  secur- 
ity system.  To  the  credit  of  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  and  the  majority 
members,  we  are  paying  for  it  in  this 
bill. 

We  come  before  you  to  say,  "We  offer 
only  a  5-percent  increase.  We  are  not 
allowing  the  8-percent  erosion  of  the  old 
people's  dollars,  but  we  at  least  recom- 
mend a  5-percent  increase." 

We  also  make  about  six  specific  im- 
provements, under  the  bill.  Members  can 
find  those  on  pages  1  and  2  of  the  com- 
mittee report.  Indeed  they  are  bene- 
ficial, especially  because  we  are  coming 
forward  with  the  money  to  pay  for  this. 
We  can  recommend  it. 


The  burden  of  my  remarks  up  to  date 
has  been  to  alert  this  Congress  and  the 
people  of  this  country  to  the  economic 
hazards  of  using  the  payroll  tax  to  the 
extent  we  are.  Under  the  terms  of  the 
bill  it  will  go  up  to  9.6  percent  of  payroll. 
This  is  only  0.4  percent  away  from  what 
even  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  under  this  administration, 
Mr.  Ribicoff,  said  would  endanger  the 
social  security  system  itself.  He  said  it 
would  endanger  it  if  we  went  beyond  10 
percent  of  payroll.  So  we  do  not  have  it 
so  easy  any  more. 

I  should  like  to  discuss  a  little  bit,  if  I 
may,  the  social  security  system  itself. 
Many  speeches  have  been  made  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  since  I  have  been  here 
about  the  social  security  system  having 
proved  itself.  I  warned  before,  and  I 
warn  again,  that  everyone  for  the  first 
20  or  30  years  of  its  existence,  could  say 
it  is  going  to  look  good.  It  is  much  like 
the  old  gimmick  of  chain  letters,  whereby 
a  person  sends  out  letters  asking  others 
to  send  in  a  dollar.  Those  who  are  in 
first  certainly  believe  it  is  a  great  system, 
because  they  pay  out  a  dollar  and  get  in 
10,  but  as  the  circle  widens  a  different 
picture  develops. 

I  will  say  that  those  who  have  been 
under  social  security  have  paid  in  $1  and 
got  $100.  Of  course  they  have  thought  it 
was  good.  The  people  going  on  social 
security  right  now  will  pay  in  $1  and  get 
out  $10,  so  they  believe  it  is  good. 

For  the  next  10  years  everyone  in  this 
room  is  going  to  benefit  from  this  type  of 
system. 

The  test  of  social  security  always  has 
been  with  respect  to  what  will  happen  in 
the  next  30  years.  This  system  will  not 
mature  for  90  years.  This  system  must 
be  kept  intact  and  it  must  be  kept  re- 
sponsible. 

Yes,  you  have  heard  it  is  fiscally  sol- 
vent. That  is  true,  but  it  is  on  the  as- 
sumptions which  the  actuarial  people 
are  given — and  they  are  good  people — 
in  the  Social  Security  Administration. 
They  state  it  is  on  the  assumptions  given 
to  them  that  they  have  been  asked  to 
make  the  judgment.  However,  we  have 
a  responsibility  to  look  at  those  assump- 
tions to  see  indeed  how  reliable  they 
are  and  if  there  is  something  in  the  sys- 
tem which  may  be  seeds  of  destruction. 
If  there  are,  it  is  important  that  we  pull 
them  out  if  we  can,  because  indeed  I 
happen  to  think  we  can  do  it. 

Mr.  DENT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.    I  will,  briefly. 

Mr.  DENT.  I  wanted  to  get  into  your 
discussion  because  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
respect  for  your  great  study  and  ability 
in  the  matter  of  the  economics  involved 
in  our  Government.  However,  is  it  not 
true  that  there  is  a  basic  difference  be- 
tween a  fiscally  responsible  insurance 
plan  and  one  that  has  the  aspect  of  so- 
cial insurance  in  it?  So,  therefore,  how 
can  you  relate  this  to  the  problem  of  fis- 
cal responsibility  when  we  know  that  if 
we  did  not  have  this,  the  deficit  on  the 
part  of  the  Government  mighc  be  even 
greater  because  we  have  some  20  mil- 
lion people  who  are  being  taken  care  of 
under  a  social  security  program  that 


might  in  every  respect  be  direct  objects 
of  charity  on  the  part  of  the  Government 
itself? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  The  gentleman  is  mak- 
ing a  good  point,  but  the  gentleman  is 
emphasizing  the  point  that  we  all  see  and 
the  point  that  everyone  has  been  talking 
about — the  good  things  about  social  se- 
curity. Indeed  the  gentleman  is  right,  but 
these  have  to  be  balanced  off.  The 
points  that  I  am  stressing  now  are  so 
little  stressed.  I  am  simply  saying  that 
if  this  system  is  to  survive,  we  have  to 
deal  with  the  hard  realities  that  will 
preserve  this  kind  of  fiscal  integrity. 
However,  you  are  absolutely  right. 

There  are  these  benefits.  These  people, 
but  for  social  security,  would  not  have 
the  earnings  and  the  purchasing  capacity 
and  would  not  be  buying  goods  and  serv- 
ices and  would  not  be  creating  the  jobs 
that  this  kind  of  purchasing  power  does 
create.  Oh,  yes,  that  is  perfectly  sound. 
So  bear  with  me  while  I  point  out  the 
other  side  of  the  ledger  so  that  we  can 
preserve  this  system. 

One  of  the  things — and  I  know  this  is 
not  in  the  committee  report,  although  I 
still  commend  this  report  as  excellent — 
one  of  the  tilings  not  in  the  report  but 
which  was  brought  out  throughout  our 
executive  sessions  when  we  were  talking 
about  the  fiscal  solvency  and  the  integ- 
rity of  this  system  was  the  fact  that  the 
benefit  payments — and  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania  might  listen  to  this 
if  he  would — the  fact  that  the  benefit 
payments  annually  in  ratio  to  the  trust 
fund  backing  up  the  social  security 
should  be  a  ratio  of  not  less  than  1  to 
4.  This  is  the  way  this  system  was  con- 
ceived. 

Mr.  DENT.  The  gentleman  has  to 
admit,  though,  that  the  only  way  you 
could  have  that  ratio  remain  in  relation- 
ship to  the  thinking  that  created  this  pro- 
gram is  that  you  would  have  to  have  a 
static  economy.  When  you  have  an  in- 
creasing economy  and  you  have  persons 
who  are  enjoying  a  static  income,  then 
you  have  the  question  of  raising  their  in- 
come in  order  to  meet  the  increased  cost 
of  living.  It  does  not  always  match  up. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  No.  I  am  directing  the 
gentleman's  attention  to  the  4  to  1  ratio 
which,  of  course,  remains  static  as  both 
factors  go  up. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  the  gentleman  5  addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  would  like  to  call  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues  and  those  who 
read  the  Congressional  Record  to  the  in- 
dicators put  out  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  on  a 
monthly  basis.  These  are  very  valuable 
statistics.  I  happen  to  be  reading  from 
the  May  1964  monthly  report  on  page  35. 
There  you  will  find  the  old  age  and  sur- 
vivors insurance  trust  fund.  You  will 
find  there  in  that  breakdown  the  tax  con- 
tributions and  the  trust  fund  at  the  end 
of  each  year,  and  one  will  also  find  the 
annual  benefit  payments.  If  you  will 
look  at  that,  you  will  see  that  the  last 
year  in  which  we  had  a  4  to  1  ratio  or 
close  to  it  was  in  1955,  where  the  benefit 
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payments  were  $4,968  million  and  the 
trust  fund  was  $21,663  million. 

You  can  follow  this  table  down.  Let  us 
take  the  year  1960.  In  that  year  this 
ratio  had  declined  from  4  to  1  to  2  to  1. 
The  benefit  payments  had  increased  to 
$10,674  million  and  the  trust  fund  had 
declined  to  $20,324  million. 

Now  let  us  take  the  figures  for  1963. 
The  benefit  payments  go  up  to  $14,216 
million  and  the  trust  fund  declined  to 
$18,480  million,  barely  more  than  a  1-to-l 
ratio.  And  the  year  1964  will  show  a 
further  decline  in  the  ratio.  This  is  the 
serious  factor  in  this  business  plus  the 
questionable  assumptions  on  which  the 
actuarial  computations  have  been  made. 
These  points  are  set  out  in  the  minority 
views  of  the  two  gentlemen  to  whom  I 
referred,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Utt]  and  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Alger] — the  assumptions  on  which 
the  social  security  system  is  viewed  as 
actuarially  sound. 

Finally — and  I  am  going  to  conclude  on 
this;  and  this  becomes  a  political  issue 
and  I  hope  it  will  this  fall — Senator 
Goldwater  has  been  chided  for  recom- 
mending that  the  social  security  system 
be  made  optional.  Back  in  1954  I  intro- 
duced my  first  bill  to  make  the  social  se- 
curity system  optional  or  voluntary  as 
the  way  to  save  it,  the  way  to  preserve  it, 
not  the  way  to  destroy  it.  I  reintroduced 
the  bill  in  this  Congress  again.  On  page 
1508  of  the  Congressional  Record  of 
January  31,  1963,  I  comment  on  the  bill 
as  I  again  introduced  it,  and  when  we  go 
back  into  the  House  I  am  going  to  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  these  remarks 
be  included  in  the  Record  at  the  end  of 
my  remarks.  I  am  also  going  to  ask  that 
some  of  the  reference  material  be  in- 
cluded. And  I  am  going  to  read  this: 
"Two  years  ago" — this  is  from  my  Janu- 
ary speech — "I  placed  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  a  speech  which  I  made: 
'Politics  Can  Destroy  Social  Security.' 
This  is  March  6,  1961,  on  pages  A1512 
toA1514." 

I  will  put  this  speech  in  the  Record 
again  because  this  is  the  base  for  Senator 
Goldwater's  recommendations  that  the 
social  security  system,  in  order  to  save  it, 
not  to  destroy  it — in  order  to  save  it, 
must  be  amended  and  modified.  I  know 
that  the  press  fail  to  report  these  things, 
but  I  think  in  the  campaign  this  fall, 
thank  goodness,  these  issues  are  going  to 
be  brought  out  to  the  people;  the  issue 
of  how  we  can  preserve  the  social  secur- 
ity system. 

I  want  to  say  that  I  think  we  can  pre- 
serve it.  For  the  very  reasons  that  the 
gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  was  point- 
ing out  we  must  preserve  these  benefits  in 
the  social  security  system,  they  are  bene- 
fits and  real  benefits — there  are  many 
very  desirable  things  about  the  social 
security  system.  Whatever  we  would 
have  started  on  a  different  system  back 
in  1937  is  not  the  question  any  more.  We 
have  got  it.  The  question  now  is,  How  do 
we  improve  it  and  how  do  we  insure  and 
make  it  sound?  I  say  that  the  way  to  do 
it  is  listen  to  the  constructive  critics, 
those  who  are  trying  to  suggest  methods 
by  which  this  system  can  be  improved. 

My  concluding  remarks  are  again  that 
this  bill  does  improve  the  system.  We 


improve  it  fiscally,  as  to  its  soundness. 
If  it  is  questionable,  now  this  bill  makes 
it  a  little  better.  The  dangers  I  have 
pointed  out  lie  in  the  area  of  the  eco- 
nomic impact  of  the  increased  payroll 
tax. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Am  I  to 
understand  the  gentleman  to  say  that  the 
voluntary  system,  the  bill  that  he  intro- 
duced in  1955  

Mr.  CURTIS.  And  reintroduced  last 
year. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  And  rein- 
troduced last  year,  is  the  social  security 
plan  of  Senator  Goldwater? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Well,  I  should  not  put 
those  words  in  his  mouth,  but  I  will  say 
this :  It  is  a  voluntary  plan  or  an  optional 
plan,  and  I  am  sure  this  is  the  kind  of 
thinking  to  which  Senator  Goldwater 
was  referring;  yes. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  There  has 
been  a  great  deal  said  in  the  press  that 
probably  Senator  Goldwater  was  mis- 
quoted in  his  statement  concerning  this 
matter. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  They  distorted  what  he 
said  when  they  said  he  was  trying  to 
wreck  the  social  security  system.  In  some 
instances  it  was  a  deliberate  misquote. 
It  is  about  time  that  the  press  started  re- 
porting the  details  of  what  is  being  said, 
because  no  one  is  trying  to  wreck  the  so- 
cial security  system. 

Hereafter  follows  the  two  items  re- 
ferred to  in  my  remarks: 

[From  the  Congressional  Record, 
Jan.  31,  1963] 
Optional  Social  Security 

(Mr.  Curtis  (at  the  request  of  Mr.  Battin) 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  remarks 
at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  Curtis.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  today  in- 
troduced legislation  which  would  make  it 
possible  for  Americans  to  choose,  in  plan- 
ning their  retirement  future,  whether  they 
shall  be  covered  by  social  security  or  a  quali- 
fied private  benefit  plan.  This  bill  is  offered 
in  no  sense  to  undermine  social  security,  but 
rather  to  improve  the  opportunities  for  our 
people  to  get  the  best  plan  for  their  money 
in  preparing  for  their  retirement. 

At  present,  the  social  security  system  is  a 
young  one.  Maturity  for  it  will  not  be 
reached  until  we  have  had  three  generations 
of  workers  covered  during  their  entire  pro- 
ductive lives  by  social  security  and  until  it 
has  had  the  opportunity  of  meeting  all  of 
the  challenges  of  our  economic  cycles.  The 
amendment  which  I  have  offered  will  help 
social  security  meet  these  challenges  and 
grow  into  a  sound  program  upon  which  the 
retirement  future  of  our  people  can  be  based. 

Two  years  ago  I  placed  in  the  Congres- 
sional Record  a  speech  which  I  made,  "Poli- 
tics Can  Destroy  Social  Security" — Congres- 
sional Record,  March  6,  1961,  pages  A1512 
to  A1514 — in  which  I  outlined  the  threats  to 
our  social  security  system  from  a  failure  to 
recognize  its  inherent  characteristics  and 
limitations.  This  bill  is  designed  to  prevent 
the  system's  very  possible  destruction  by  pre- 
serving its  integrity  for  those  who  are  count- 
ing upon  it  and  by  creating  a  better  aware- 
ness of  its  true  nature.  Quite  often  social 
security  is  spoken  of  as  insurance — indeed, 
the  most  important  part  of  the  system  is  en- 


titled old  age,  survivors,  and  disability  in- 
surance— but  it  is  not  insurance  In  the  com- 
mon or  legal  meaning  of  this  word.  It  is  a 
share-the-wealth  plan.  My  purpose  today  is 
not  to  discuss  the  concept  of  sharing  the 
wealth,  that  debate  can  await  another  day. 
What  I  hope  to  accomplish  through  the  in- 
troduction of  this  bill  and  discussion  of  it 
is  a  better  understanding  of  social  security  so 
that  it  may  achieve  the  purposes  for  which 
it  was  designed  and  meet  the  needs  which 
exist  for  it  in  our  society. 

As  to  the  details  of  the  bill  itself,  social 
security  would  remain  mandatory  for  those 
who  had  not  entered  a  qualified  private  ben- 
efit program.  Thus  we  would  not  permit  one 
to  ignore  his  future,  but  we  would  permit 
each  individual  to  weigh  which  path  toward 
retirement  security  Is  best  for  him  in  the 
range  of  qualified  plans. 

I  believe  serious  consideration  of  this  pro- 
posal would  be  profitable  both  in  saving  our 
social  security  system  and  in  permitting  a 
sound  basis  for  the  retirement  life  of  all  of 
our  citizens. 

[Prom  the  Congressional  Record,  Mar.  6, 
1961] 

Politics  Can  Destroy  Social  Security 

Two  basic  points  must  be  kept  in  mind  in 
any  public  discussion  of  the  OASDI  (old-age 
security  and  disability  insurance)  program. 

(1)  The  program  is  only  24  years  old.  It 
will  not  reach  full  maturity  until  the  year 
2026  when  three  generations  have  passed  and 
it  is  90  years  old.  It  follows,  therefore,  that 
no  one  can  say  at  this  stage  whether  or  not 
the  program  has  been  a  success.  It  can  be 
asserted  with  some  justification  that  the  sys- 
tem has  provided  a  better  method  for  Gov- 
ernment to  finance  the  years  of  retirement 
for  our  indigent  citizens  than  the  old-age 
assistance  program  of  the  States,  which  uti- 
lize the  need's  test  and  require  the  social 
workers  to  budget  the  elder  citizen,  just  as 
the  old-age  assistance  program  was  an  im- 
provement over  the  county  or  State  poor 
farm. 

This  does  not  mean  that  the  program 
might  not  turn  out  to  be  a  complete  success. 
An  examination  of  the  first  24  years  of  the 
program's  existence  should  reveal  only 
whether  it  is  basically  sound  enough  to  war- 
rant its  being  kept  alive  awhile  longer. 

Many  premature  statements  are  being  made 
by  casual  observers  that  the  program  has 
proved  successful  simply  because  it  has  not 
broken  down  during  its  childhood  and  youth. 
If  the  general  public  were  to  adopt  this  pre- 
mature judgment,  damage  and  ultimate  de- 
struction of  the  system  might  follow.  If 
these  statements  as  time  goes  on  prove  not 
to  be  true,  they  will  have  prevented  action 
to  correct  errors  that  honest  constructive 
criticism  might  have  called  to  our  atten- 
tion. 

The  second  basic  point  I  wish  to  make  is 
that  whether  the  social  security  system  is 
sound  or  not,  the  fact  remains  that  the  bulk 
of  the  people  in  our  society  are  relying  upon 
it  as  a  base  for  a  part  of  their  retirement 
programs.  The  people  have  been  taught  that 
the  OASDI  system  is  an  "insurance"  program 
even  though  it  is  not.  Indeed,  the  subter- 
fuge went  so  far  that  in  1940  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  was  amended  to  include  the  word 
"insurance"  in  the  title  of  the  program.  It 
is  certainly  wrong  to  call  a  program  an  in- 
surance program  where  the  past  beneficiaries 
have  received  $100  for  each  $1  they  paid  in 
premiums,  and  the  beneficiaries  presently 
receiving  benefits  are  averaging  about  $10 
of  benefits  for  every  dollar  they  and  their 
employers  paid  in  social  security  tax.  Fur- 
thermore, unlike  private  insurance  pro- 
grams or  pension  programs,  including  civil 
service  retirement  programs  and  the  rail- 
road retirement  program  the  OASDI  does  not 
constitute  a  contract  which  the  beneficiary 
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can  enforce  In  a  court  of  law  against  the 
Federal  Government.  The  social  security- 
beneficiary  has  no  enforclble  legal  right. 
What  one  Congress  has  given,  another  Con- 
gress can  take  away.  The  basic  protection 
of  the  social  security  beneficiary  lies  in  the 
political  realities  of  life.  Congress  is  going 
to  be  quite  circumspect  In  taking  away  rights 
which  the  voters  have  been  led  to  believe 
they  possess. 

However,  with  the  bulk  of  our  people  rely- 
ing upon  the  soundness  of  the  social  secu- 
rity system  for  their  retirement,  it  Is  equally 
wrong  for  critics  of  the  system  to  allege  that 
It  Is  insolve.pt  or  broke  simply  because  it  is 
In  a  state  of  maturing.  Furthermore,  any 
criticism  which  by  Its  nature  might  destroy 
the  confidence  of  the  people  In  the  system 
should  be  closely  connected  with  affirmative 
proposals,  If  at  all  possible,  to  correct  the 
errors.  Certainly  there  should  be  proposals 
which  would  minimize  the  damage  that  will 
ensue  to  our  people  if  the  system  proves  out 
to  be  as  unsound  as  some  critics  allege  It 
to  be. 

I  believe  we  can  and  should  approach  the 
social  security  system  In  a  constructive  man- 
ner to  determine  whether,  after  going  one- 
fourth  of  the  way  toward  maturity,  it  has 
revealed  any  basic  structural  flaws.  We 
should  agree  to  improve  the  system  where 
we  can  if  the  flaws  prove  not  to  be  basic  and 
to  minimize  the  damage  if  we  have  been 
pursuing  a  fundamentally  unsound  program. 

An  avoidance  of  public  discussion  or  a 
negative  approach  in  public  discussion  can 
destroy  the  social  security  system.  Political 
discussion  to  date  has  not  been  healthy  from 
either  standpoint  and  a  system  that  might 
still  be  saved  is  being  doomed  by  the  very 
people  who  claim  to  support  It.  Further- 
more, the  method  of  political  discussion  of 
the  social  security  system  has  been  such 
that  the  objective  of  the  social  security  sys- 
tem, to  assist  people  to  finance  the  years  of 
their  retirement  from  the  labor  market,  is 
being  damaged.  If  the  system  is  fundamen- 
tally unsound,  for  the  sake  of  the  retirement 
program  of  our  people,  the  system  should  be 
abandoned  as  soon  as  possible  and  a  sound 
system  set  up  in  Its  stead;  if  the  system  only 
needs  some  good  correction  and  patching, 
the  failure  to  apply  the  light  of  constructive 
criticism  to  it  to  reveal  the  flaws  damages 
the  retirement  program  of  our  people. 

In  my  Judgment,  the  basic  concept  of  the 
social  security  insurance  system  is  sound. 
It  is  a  preferable  way  to  meet  the  problems 
of  the  indigent  aged  than  the  old-age  assist- 
ance program  which  require  the  needs  test 
and  budgeting  for  the  recipients.  Further- 
more, the  social  security  insurance  system 
operates  on  the  basis  of  prepayment  for  re- 
tirement and  Insurance  protection  of  a  sort 
for  dependents.  The  extension  of  the  system 
to  cover  the  risk  of  loss  of  earning  power 
from  total  disability  is  likewise  a  basically 
sound  concept.  I  think  It  is  sound  to  make 
the  system  a  cost  of  doing  business  as  the 
use  of  the  payroll  tax  to  raise  the  necessary 
revenues  does. 

However,  the  system  got  off  the  track 
early  in  its  conception.  Instead  of  relating 
the  objectives  of  social  security  to  protecting 
against  indigency,  and  handling  the  problem 
of  indigency,  the  program  was  extended  to 
cover  large  portions  of  our  society  where 
the  problem  of  indigency  is  not  and  has 
never  been  present.  It  is  interesting  to 
note  how  the  coverage  of  people  to  be  in- 
cluded in  social  security  has  progressed.  It 
has  not  progressed  along  the  line  of  a  philos- 
ophy relating  the  program  to  those  who 
might  become  indigent.  It  has  followed  a 
course  of  pure  expediency.  What  groups 
could  be  fitted  into  the  program  with  a  min- 
imum of  administrative  and  political  difficul- 
ties were  voted  in  by  the  Congress.  Groups 
were  excluded  merely  because  of  political  ac- 
tion on  their  part  and  groups  were  included 
because  of  political  activity  on  their  part. 


Groups  were  excluded  because  of  administra- 
tive difficulties,  and  groups  were  Included 
because  there  were  no  administrative  diffi- 
culties. 

The  act,  as  originally  written,  sought  to  get 
around  the  Supreme  Court  decisions  which 
declared  special  and  earmarked  Federal  taxes 
unconstitutional.  This  was  done  throught 
the  fiction  of  saying  the  social  security  bene- 
fits were  unrelated  to  the  payroll  tax.  The 
proceeds  from  the  payroll  tax  were  directed 
to  go  into  the  general  treasury  and  were  not 
specifically  earmarked.  It  has  been  years 
since  anyone  has  paid  any  attention  to  the 
original  fiction  that  the  social  security  tax 
was  not  a  special  tax,  and  so  unconstitution- 
al. I  mention  this  only  to  demonstrate  fur- 
ther the  lack  of  philosophy  contained  in  the 
original  concept  of  the  act,  and  the  constant 
resort  to  expediency  as  it  has  developed. 

I  am  satisfied  an  examination  of  the  social 
security  program  as  it  exists  after  24  years 
of  growth  reveals  that  it  does  contain  within 
it  the  seeds  of  destruction.  Yet  I  believe 
that  those  seeds  can  be  successfully  plucked 
out  and  the  system  made  sound  and  whole 
so  that  It  can  be  developed  to  a  successful 
maturity.  In  1954  I  introduced  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Social  Security  Act  and  made  a 
speech  for  the  Congressional  Record  to  ex- 
plain the  importance  of  it.  This  proposed 
amendment  was  to  pluck  out  the  seeds  of 
destruction  in  the  system.  Also,  this  amend- 
ment wfis  to  make  the  social  security  system 
conform  to  our  Constitution  and  our  basic 
ideas  of  the  place  and  function  of  our  Fed- 
eral Government. 

The  amendment  which  I  reintroduced  each 
Congress  provides  that  any  person  who  de- 
sires can  take  out  his  own  retirement  and 
dependency  protection  program.  If  ad- 
judged by  the  Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue 
to  provide  the  equivalent  benefits  to  the 
social  security  system  he  may  remove  him- 
self from  the  social  security  program.  This 
person  and  his  employer  then  would  escape 
the  social  security  tax.  The  retirement  and 
dependency  protection  program  in  lieu  of 
social  security,  however,  would  require  that 
if  the  person  dropped  it,  the  equivalent 
amount  of  social  security  tax  that  the  per- 
son and  his  employer  would  have  been  pay- 
ing into  the  social  security  fund,  with  inter- 
est, would  be  paid  into  the  social  security 
fund  out  of  the  cash  value  of  the  abandoned 
program.  The  person  would  then  go  under 
social  security  and  stay  there  unless  he  later 
wanted  to  take  out  another  qualified  private 
program  of  his  own. 

The  criticism  against  this  amendment  has 
been  this:  What  fool  would  take  out  such  a 
policy?  No  private  retirement  program  can 
provide  what  social  security  provides  for  the 
same  cost.  This  may  be  true  today  and  this 
probably  will  remain  true  for  a  few  more 
years.  However,  as  the  social  security  sys- 
tem matures,  the  picture  changes  rapidly. 
In  1980  for  example  the  young  employee  who 
starts  paying  social  security  tax  will  find 
that  he  and  his  employer  will  pay  a  heavy 
premium  for  the  next  45  years,  until  he 
reaches  65,  and  can  start  drawing  his  bene- 
fits, and  the  total  amount  will  be  more  than 
he  can  anticipate  will  be  paid  to  him  in 
benefits.  It  is  at  this  point  that  persons 
will  not  be  such  fools  to  take  out  their  own 
private  programs  in  lieu  of  social  security. 

But  what  difference  does  it  make  if  we  pro- 
vide now  the  option  for  "fools"  who  might 
want  to  provide  for  their  own  retirement  and 
not  be  in  a  governmental  program?  These 
people  will  be  taking  care  of  their  own  retire- 
ment and  will  not  become  a  charge  on  society 
later  in  their  life.  Furthermore,  the  social 
security  system  presently  will  benefit  from 
their  withdrawal  from  the  program  because 
at  this  time  they  pay  in  much  less  than  they 
can  anticipate  drawing  out. 

Why  the  opposition  to  my  amendment? 
Is  it  just  casual  or  Is  it  fundamental  opposi- 
tion?   I  am  afraid  that  It  is  fundamental 


opposition.  The  question  arises  whether 
those  who  originally  conceived  and  developed 
the  OASDI  program  to  date  sought  to  set  up 
a  system  to  solve  a  social  security  problem 
or  whether  their  purpose  has  been  to  use  a 
social  problem,  indigency,  or  possible  indi- 
gency, as  a  vehicle  to  socialize  the  retirement 
programs  of  all  of  our  citizens.  The  result 
of  any  socialized  program  like  this  increases 
the  power  and  authority  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. I  will  return  to  this  question 
later. 

Let  me  first  turn  to  an  analysis  of  some 
of  the  fiscal  aspects  of  the  present  social  se- 
curity system  wherein  He  the  seeds  of  de- 
struction. The  solvency  of  the  social  se- 
curity system  has  been  based  upon  a  series 
of  concepts.  First,  an  actuarial  system  that 
is  based  upon  the  Identification  and  limita- 
tion of  the  people  who  will  receive  social 
security  benefits.  The  system  Is  an  insur- 
ance against  loss  of  earning  power  through 
loss  of  wages  received  from  employment. 
It  has  no  relation  to  loss  of  income  derived 
from  other  sources,  such  as  inheritance,  sav- 
ings, and  Investments.  The  $1,200  a  year 
limitation  on  income  a  beneficiary  may  re- 
ceive from  salaries  or  wages,  modified  some- 
what by  the  1960  amendments  to  the  social 
security  law,  is  an  example  of  the  criteria 
to  which  the  actuarial  system  relates.  Any 
liberalization  of  the  limitations  upon  which 
the  actuarial  tabulations  are  based,  of 
course,  throws  the  social  security  fund  out 
of  balance.  The  actuarial  estimates  made 
from  time  to  time  by  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration both  as  to  increasing  benefits 
and  liberalizing  limitations  have  been  good 
and  honest  I  am  pleased  to  state. 

The  second  concept  upon  which  the  fiscal 
soundness  of  the  social  security  system  is 
based  is  speculative  and  questionable.  It 
presupposes  an  expanding  population.  We 
have  been  quite  fortunate  in  the  population 
increases  which  have  occurred  in  the  past 
24  years.  However,  any  leveling  off  of  popu- 
lation increase  can  spell  real  trouble  for  the 
social  security  system. 

The  third  concept  is  likewise  speculative 
and  not  so  sound.  It  presupposes  an  ex- 
panding economy.  A  review  of  what  hap- 
pened to  the  social  security  fund  during  the 
slight  recessions  since  World  War  II  demon- 
strates the  insecurity  of  the  expanding  econ- 
omy concepts.  I  hope  we  will  never  experi- 
ence again  a  depression  like  that  of  the 
1930's;  however,  a  projection  of  a  depression 
the  size  of  that  we  experienced  in  the  1930's 
into  the  actuarial  estimates  for  the  social  se- 
curity system  would  spell  disaster  and  cer- 
tainly calls  for  sober  thinking. 

The  fourth  concept  is  exceedingly  infirm. 
This  concept  presupposes  Congress  by  law 
will  from  time  to  time  increase  the  social 
security  tax  rate  according  to  a  specific 
schedule.  The  experience  of  the  past,  where 
many  Congresses  have  failed  to  increase  the 
tax  rate  as  scheduled  and  where  Congresses 
have  increased  the  benefits  and  liberalized 
the  concepts  upon  which  the  actuarial  fig- 
ures were  based,  leads  any  thoughtful  per- 
son to  question  how  many  Congresses  in  the 
future  are  going  to  face  up  to  the  difficult 
task  of  increasing  social  security  tax  rates. 
This  becomes  particularly  questionable  as 
the  rates  reach  higher  levels.  Even  today 
people  are  beginning  to  look  at  the  social 
security  tax  rates  with  some  seriousness.  I 
know  from  personal  experience  the  difficulty 
those  of  us  on  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee have  had  in  the  past  few  years  in 
making  the  principle  of  increasing  taxes  in 
accordance  with  schedules  and  to  meet  in- 
creased benefits  stick.  The  demagogs  have 
it  all  over  us  in  appealing  to  the  people  on 
this  score.  They  love  the  people,  they  say, 
and  it  is  only  mossbacks  that  prevent  the 
people  from  getting  the  benefits  to  which 
their  needs  entitle  them.  How  long  can  the 
line  be  held  now  Is  a  crucial  question,  let 
alone  for  the  future. 
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The  social  security  system  received  an  un- 
expected boost  in  its  solvency  picture  from 
the  Impact  of  the  post-World  War  II  infla- 
tion. I  trust  that  we  will  not  look  in  the 
future  to  this  kind  of  boost.  It  is  llluslonary 
in  the  long  run.  This  same  inflation  took 
a  big  bite  out  of  the  hides  of  our  older  peo- 
ple who  were  on  social  security,  pensions, 
and  other  fixed  incomes.  Inflation,  by  in- 
creasing the  dollar  amounts  of  wages  and 
salaries,  put  the  bulk  of  the  people  under 
social  security  into  the  full  base  wage  bracket 
to  which  the  social  security  tax  applied.  In 
order  to  relieve  one  damaging  impact  of 
inflation  on  the  social  security  system — that 
of  minimizing  the  spreading  of  benefits  to 
reflect  differences  in  wages,  the  promoters  of 
the  social  security  system  argued  for  in- 
creasing the  base  salary  or  wage  upon  which 
the  social  security  tax  was  levied.  The  re- 
sult is  that  today  the  tax  is  levied  on  the 
first  $4,800  of  wages. 

In  the  process  of  increasing  the  base  upon 
which  the  tax  is  levied,  the  Social  Security 
Administration  found  a  technique  which  as- 
sisted in  making  the  program  more  solvent. 
The  amount  of  benefits  received  from  the 
tax  on  the  first  thousand  is  more  than  the 
benefits  received  on  the  same  tax  paid  on 
the  last  thousand.  Therefore,  increase  the 
amount  of  wages  upon  which  the  tax  is  levied 
and  the  Income-expenditure  ratio  improves. 
In  other  words,  built  into  the  social  security 
system  Is  the  seed  of  a  graduated  tax  where 
the  higher  income  groups  pay  more  tax  for 
less  proportionate  benefits  than  the  lower 
groups.  This  is  a  more  tangible  reason  why 
my  proposed  amendment  is  being  fought  by 
the  Social  Security  Administration.  The  ad- 
ministration counts  not  only  upon  the  pres- 
ent graduated  feature  in  the  social  security 
tax  to  keep  it  solvent,  but  would  like  to 
increase  the  base  further  and  provide  more 
graduation  in  the  tax  rate.  Incidentally, 
Congressman  James  Roosevelt  introduced  a 
bill  to  make  the  wage  base  $10,000  last  Con- 
gress. Though  this  move  failed  there  is  no 
doubt  the  Social  Security  Administration 
counts  on  further  graduation  to  assist  in 
keeping  the  program  solvent. 

It  is  true  that  a  complete  graduation  of  the 
social  security  tax  to  make  it  more  like  the 
Federal  income  tax  by  basing  it  upon  ability 
to  pay,  rather  than  upon  "insurance"  where 
everyone  gets  the  same  benefits  for  the  same 
premium,  can  be  the  salvation  of  the  system. 
I  suspect,  indeed,  that  this  is  where  its  orig- 
inal promoters  look  for  salvation.  In  that 
event,  however,  the  play  will  then  be  fully 
out  in  the  open  and  all  the  original  fiction 
which  was  used  to  get  the  program  installed 
will  be  abandoned.  It  will  not  be  insurance. 
It  does  not  relate  to  the  indigent.  The  pro- 
gram will  then  be  what  I  am  now  convinced 
its  original  promoters  planned  and  hoped  it 
would  be,  an  open,  unashamed  socialization 
of  the  retirement  programs  of  our  people. 

If  there  were  no  other  good  way  to  see 
that  our  people  had  adequate  and  good  re- 
tirement programs,  I  might  be  willing  to  go 
to  the  Federal  Government  to  establish  these 
programs.  This  hardly  is  the  case.  Quite 
the  contrary,  the  retirement  programs  being 
set  up  in  the  private  sector  of  our  society 
exceed  in  goodness,  and  in  flexibility  any 
Federal  program,  including  civil  service  re- 
tirement, which  at  one  time  was  definitely  a 
leader  in  the  field. 

I  conclude  my  remarks  with  a  reference 
to  my  earlier  warning.  Even  though  the 
social  security  program  is  now  being  un- 
masked for  what  it  is — the  base  upon  which 
it  was  inaugurated  still  must,  and  should  be, 
retained.  Government  has  a  legitimate  con- 
cern about  our  people,  when  retired,  being 
able  to  live  out  their  lives  in  comfort  and 
dignity.  The  poor  farm  was  a  rotten  system 
for  caring  for  those  who,  for  reasons  un- 
necessary to  consider  here,  many  times  as  a 
result  of  forces  beyond  their  control,  had  not 
provided  for  themselves.    The  State  old-age 


assistance  programs  were  an  Improvement 
over  the  poor  farm  system.  The  social  se- 
curity insurance  concept  Is  a  vast  improve- 
ment over  the  OAA  program  which,  in  time, 
it  will  eliminate. 

Furthermore,  the  Federal  Government  has 
already  been  In  the  picture  for  24  years,  and 
the  bulk  of  our  citizens  are  relying  upon  the 
solvency  of  the  social  security  program  in 
their  present  retirement  plans.  We  cannot 1 
permit  the  errors  of  the  system  to  damage 
their  plans.  I  believe  a  gradual  move  to 
get  the  system  back  to  the  indigent  or  those 
who  might  become  indigent  is  the  correct 
way  to  proceed.  As  we  get  the  program  back 
to  the  less  than  5  percent  in  our  society 
who  might  fall  into  this  category  and  free 
the  95  percent  who  have  not  needed  and 
will  not  need  Government  help,  if  they  are 
freed  so  they  can  do  their  own  providing  and 
planning,  we  will  have  a  system  that  we  can 
handle  adequately  and  with  reasonable  ease. 
My  amendment  will  accomplish  this 
objective. 

The  social  security  fund,  as  the  present 
system  matures,  will  have  to  be  increased  to 
50  or  60  billions  of  dollars.  That  is  entirely 
too  large  a  sum  to  be  left  in  sterile  invest- 
ment, which  investment  in  Government 
bonds  essentially  is.  The  retirement  funds 
of  our  people  ought  to  be  invested  in  the 
growth  of  our  economy.  This  can  be  done 
through  private  programs  and  should  never 
be  done  through  Government  programs.  But 
don't  think  the  Socialists  are  not  looking  at 
this  point  with  scheming  eyes.  Already 
there  have  been  proposals  that  the  social 
security  funds  be  invested  in  public  works 
bonds.  These  proposals  are  based  upon  the 
logic  that  the  funds  for  the  retirement  of 
our  people  should  not  be  sterile.  But  what 
will  the  Government  moving  into  the  in- 
vestment field  in  this  fashion  lead  to?  The 
answer  to  this  question,  if  not  the  answer 
to  the  other  question  I  have  posed,  should 
make  everyone  in  our  society  wake  up  to 
the  realization  that  government  of,  by,  and 
for  the  people  along  with  the  private  enter- 
prise system  is  meeting  some  of  its  greatest 
tests  today.  Have  we  indeed  lost  faith  in 
the  basic  concepts  that  have  brought  this 
society  of  ours  to  the  highest  point  of 
achievement  reached  by  any  society  in  his- 
tory? Faith  in  the  individual  in  the  field 
of  economics  which  spells  out  the  private 
enterprise  system.  Faith  in  the  individual  in 
the  field  of  government  which  spells  out 
the  representative  system  of  government. 
Have  we  indeed  lost  that  faith? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
consume  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Halpern]. 

(Mr.  HALPERN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HALPERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
In  enthusiastic  support  for  the  measure 
before  us.  It  is  readily  apparent  that 
revisions  and  liberalizations  of  the  insur- 
ance system  are  in  order.  It  is  important 
to  realize  that  the  last  broad  adjustments 
were  enacted,  in  1958,  and  certainly  de- 
velopments in  the  economy  since  then 
justify  further  alterations  in  the  law. 

There  are  a  number  of  significant 
changes  proposed  in  H.R.  11865,  and  I 
do  not  intend  to  review  them  in  detail 
here.  I  do  support  each  of  the  provisions 
as  necessary  and  justified. 

Nonetheless,  in  my  own  proposed  leg- 
islation, I  call  for  a  10-percent  increase 
in  benefits  with  an  appropriate  contribu- 
tion change.  It  is  my  feeling  that  the 
benefit  base  would  become  more  realistic 
and  would  be  aligned  more  substantially 


with  economic  factors  if  a  10 -percent 
increase  were  adopted,  rather  than  the 
5-percent  increase  covered  in  this  bill. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  aged 
constitute  a  very  high  percentage  of 
those  in  this  country  who  are  categorized 
as  poor.  In  addition,  the  overwhelming 
majority  live  on  fixed  incomes  and  hence 
the  inflation  and  cost  of  living  elements 
are  far  more  keenly  felt.  We  are  all 
aware  that  social  security  benefits  can 
hardly  amount  to  a  livable  income.  I 
continue  to  believe  that  a  10 -percent  in- 
crease would  be  more  appropriately  at- 
tuned to  the  economic  realities  of  today 
and  tomorrow.  But  this  legislation,  with 
its  provision  for  a  5-percent  increase, 
commendably  recognizes  the  need  to 
boost  the  benefits  and  I  trust  it  will  serve 
as  the  first  step  toward  a  broader  In- 
crease at  the  next  session  of  Congress. 

H.R.  11865  does  also  accomplish  a 
great  deal  in  other  areas.  I  was  partic- 
ularly encouraged  that  the  bill  authorizes 
continuance  of  a  child's  benefits  after 
attaining  the  age  of  18  in  a  case  where 
the  child  pursues  his  education  on  a  full 
time  basis.  I  was  privileged  to  introduce 
H.R.  11155  providing  for  this  important 
and  eminently  justified  revision.  De- 
pendents remain  as  such  after  age  18 
if  they  pursue  their  education,  and  H.R. 
11865  recognizes  this.  The  dependent 
child  should  not  be  handicapped  or  pre- 
vented from  attending  high  school,  col- 
lege or  vocational  school  because  he  is 
unable  to  receive  the  normal  parental 
support. 

At  the  same  time,  I  am  wholehearted- 
ly in  favor  of  the  provision  which  per- 
mits a  widow  reaching  the  age  of  60  to 
begin  drawing  limited  benefits.  It  is 
estimated  that  approximately  180,000 
persons  would  become  eligible  for  such 
payments  at  the  present  time.  My  own 
measure,  H.R.  11722,  calls  for  full  re- 
tirement benefits  for  widows  aged  60, 
and  although  I  continue  to  believe  that 
this  more  liberal  provision  is  necessary 
and  justified,  the  bill  before  us  goes  a 
long  way  toward  the  objective. 

Additionally,  an  important  section  of 
H.R.  11865  provides  that  employees' 
tips  shall  be  included  as  wages  for  social 
security  purposes.  This  corrects  a  very 
serious  inequity  in  the  law. 

A  large  group  of  employees,  chiefly 
waiters,  have  had  their  tips  subject  to 
the  income  tax  and  yet,  because  this 
source  of  income  is  not  accountable  for 
social  security  purposes,  these  employees 
have  received  only  the  lowest  retirement 
benefits.  The  wages  which  most  hotel 
and  restaurant  employees  receive  are 
comparatively  low  precisely  because  tips 
are  recognized  as  part  of  their  salary. 
To  base  social  security  entitlements  only 
upon  the  employee's  base  salary  is  a 
cruel  and  utterly  fictitious  criteria,  since 
everyone  knows  that  tips  form  a  substan- 
tial portion  of  the  employee's  real  in- 
come. This  correcting  provision  of  H.R. 
11865  was  the  aim  of  my  own  legislation 
which  I  introduced  along  with  several 
colleagues.  I  support  it  fervently  as  a 
primary  rectification  of  current  law. 

Let  it  not  be  said,  however,  that  H.R. 
11865  can  substitute  for  the  overwhelm- 
ing need  of  a  system  of  health  care  for 
our  elderly  citizens.   In  my  estimation 
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this  constitutes  one  of  the  prime  objec- 
tives of  our  society.  I  shall  continue  to 
press  for  this  necessary  legislation  at 
every  turn,  legislation  which  every  day 
and  month  becomes  more  urgent.  I  am 
confident  that  a  majority  of  the  Con- 
gress will  grasp  this  issue  in  the  near 
future  and  take  positive  action.  We 
have  for  too  long  witnessed  the  growing 
inadequacy  and  the  yawning  vacuum  of 
decent  and  affordable  health  care  for 
over  18  million  people  who,  more  than 
any  other  age  bracket,  are  caught  in  the 
squeeze  of  steadily  increasing  medical 
costs  and  the  need  for  proper  care. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  H.R.  11865 
and  urge  its  passage  by  the  House.  The 
measure  does  accomplish  a  great  deal 
and  I  deeply  hope  that  it  will  receive  the 
overwhelming  support  of  our  member- 
ship. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
consume  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Clancy]. 

(Mr.  CLANCY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  CLANCY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  favor 
passage  of  the  proposed  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964,  as  set  forth  in  H.R. 
11865,  to  improve  the  benefit  and  cover- 
age provisions  and  the  financing  struc- 
ture of  the  Federal  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system. 

I  believe  the  general  increase  in  OASDI 
benefits  proposed  by  this  bill  is  justified 
at  this  time  because  of  wage,  price,  and 
otner  changes  in  the  economy  that  have 
taken  place  since  the  last  general  in- 
crease enacted  in  1958. 

Those  beneficiaries  who  rely  upon  the 
OASDI  checks  as  their  major  or  sole 
source  of  support — and  the  majority  of 
them  do — are  finding  it  increasingly  diffi- 
cult to  pay  for  their  simple  and  basic 
needs. 

I  recognize  that  the  benefits  available 
under  the  program  do  not  constitute  a 
complete  substitute  for  individual  sav- 
ings and  private  retirement  and  insur- 
ance programs.  Nevertheless,  the  bene- 
fits must  be  high  enough  to  provide  an 
adequate  floor  of  protection. 

We  haye  been  assured  by  the  commit- 
tee that  great  care  has  been  exercised  to 
insure  that  the  system  will  remain  ac- 
tuarially sound  and  as  self-supporting 
as  possible.  By  raising  the  earnings  base 
and  increasing  the  tax  schedule,  the  costs 
of  the  benefit  and  other  liberalizations 
in  the  bill  should  be  absorbed. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  by  the  pro- 
posal to  continue  payment  of  child's  in- 
surance benefits  to  children  attending 
school  or  college  until  they  reach  the 
age  of  22.  This  provision  should  give 
many  young  people  the  opportunity  to 
complete  a  4-year  college  course  and  thus 
be  better  equipped  to  obtain  desirable 
employment.  It  is  expected  that  approx- 
imately 275,000  children  will  benefit  from 
this  new  provision. 

In  1961  I  supported  the  social  security 
amendments  which  increased  minimum 
benefits  for  retired  workers,  permitted 
men  to  draw  reduced  benefits  at  the  age 
of  62,  and  liberalized  eligibility  require- 
ments and  ceiling  on  retirement  earnings. 
I  am  now  pleased  to  lend  my  support  to 


the  amendments  under  consideration  to- 
day. They  are  all  clearly  justified  in 
equity  and  decency  and  should  permit 
the  more  than  20  million  benefiiciaries 
of  the  program  to  enjoy  minimum  stand- 
ards of  health  and  comfort. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  such  time  as  he  may 
consume  to  the  gentleman  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  PellyL 

(Mr.  PELLY  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  to 
state  for  the  Record  that  I  have  received 
a  great  many  letters  from  doctors  of 
medicine  in  opposition  to  their  being 
forced  to  come  under  the  Federal  old- 
age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system. 

Also,  the  firemen  in  my  district,  and 
employees  of  the  municipal  fire  depart- 
ments who  have  their  own  retirement 
system  have  expressed  strong  opposition 
to  being  forced  to  come  under  the  Social 
Security  Act  if  a  majority  under  their 
retirement  system  so  elect.  Under  the 
bill  the  decision  would  be  optional. 

Yet,  Members  of  the  House  who  would 
like  to  amend  H.R.  11865,  as  I  might,  to 
remove  one  or  both  of  these  two  groups 
from  coverage  under  the  bill  are  helpless. 
We  cannot  offer  any  amendments  and 
must  either  vote  against  the  entire  bill 
or  accept  these  provisions  which  we  op- 
pose. 

Personally,  I  can  only  express  my 
strong  resentment  that  amendments  are 
not  allowed  under  today's  procedure. 
However,  I  am  hopeful  that  the  situa- 
tion will  be  different  in  the  Senate. 
There  the  rules  of  procedure  will  be  dif- 
ferent. So  if  doctors  or  firefighters  or 
both  are  eliminated  by  the  Senate,  I 
would  do  my  utmost  to  have  this  House 
vote  on  the  revised  Senate  bill  instead  of 
the  one  we  are  considering  this  after- 
noon. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
desiring  to  do  so  may  extend  their  re- 
marks prior  to  the  vote  on  this  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Arkansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Keogh]. 

(Mr.  KEOGH  a-sked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  KEOGH.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
no  member  of  this  committee  for  whom 
I  have  a  higher  regard  for  his  diligence 
and  his  hard  work  than  I  have  for  the 
very  distinguished  and  affable  gentle- 
man from  Missouri  [Mr.  Curtis]. 

I  am  sure  he  would  not  mind  if  I 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  committee 
the  fact  that  this  pending  bill  actually 
reduces  the  schedule  of  taxes  provided  in 
existing  law  for  all  years,  except  1965, 
until  we  get  to  1971,  and  then  it  provides 
for  an  increase  of  .175  on  the  part  of  the 
employer  and  the  employee. 

So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  say  to  the 
gentleman  from  Missouri,  without  mean- 
ing to  engage  in  any  lengthy  colloquy, 


that  if  we  were  to  change  the  title  of  the 
bill,  it  might  more  accurately  be  called 
a  "payroll  tax  reduction  act." 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Would  the  gentleman 
yield  to  me,  please? 

Mr.  KEOGH.  Well,  I  will  in  a  mo- 
ment. 

Mr.  CURTIS.    Just  at  this  point. 

Mr.  KEOGH.    I  shall  in  a  moment. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Well,  the  gentleman 
knows  that  when  we  increase  the  base 
to  $5,400  

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  will  yield  to  the  gen- 
tleman in  a  moment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  the  provi- 
sions which  are  contained  in  the  pend- 
ing bill  because  some  of  them,  of  course, 
are  much  needed  improvements  in  the 
system,  not  only  with  regard  to  the  scale 
of  benefits  but  with  respect  to  coverage 
and  financing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  particularly 
pleased  that  the  bill  will  extend  or  im- 
prove coverage  for  over  1  million  work- 
ers and  their  families  who  receive  wages 
in  the  form  of  tips  and  gratuities. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  informed 
that  the  responsible  spokesmen  for  the 
largest  group  of  employers  of  service  em- 
ployees are  in  session  now,  attempting 
to  come  up  with  a  formula  that  I  trust 
will  be  acceptable  to  the  appropriate 
committee  in  the  other  body  and  will  be 
accepted  by  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  House,  which  formula  was  re- 
ferred to  by  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  California,  and  which  if  adopted 
will  serve  the  purpose  of  benefiting  those 
employees  and  materially  reducing  any 
administrative  burdens  of  their  em- 
ployers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  provision  alone 
with  reference  to  the  inclusion  of  serv- 
ice employees  of  the  country  would  in 
my  opinion  justify  support  of  the  pend- 
ing bill.  There  are  other  highly  laud- 
able provisions  such  as  the  5-percent 
benefit  increase  which  will  inure  to  20 
million  beneficiaries.  Also  the  bill  ex- 
tends a  child's  benefits  to  age  22  while 
in  school,  and  includes  the  reduction  in 
the  retirement  age  for  widows  to  age  60, 
and  contains  other  coverages  and  bene- 
fit provisions  that  are  most  meritorious. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  source 
of  deep  regret  to  me  that  there  are  two 
very  important  areas  which  the  commit- 
tee bill  does  not  touch  but  which  should 
have  been  included  in  the  legislation. 

MEDICAL  CARE 

When  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means-  announced  toward  the  end  of  last 
year  that  we  would  again  take  under  con- 
sideration the  increasingly  urgent  prob- 
lem of  financing  needed  health  care  for 
our  older  citizens,  no  one  could  have 
been  more  pleased  than  I,  and  certainly 
no  one  more  confident  than  I,  that  the 
solution  to  the  problem  would  be  found 
in  the  principle  of  hospital  insurance  for 
the  aged  through  social  security.  No  one 
could  have  been  more  disappointed  than 
I  when  the  committee  reached  the  de- 
cision not  to  include  the  proposed  hospi- 
tal insurance  provision  in  this  bill. 

However  laudable  the  benefit  increase 
contained  in  this  bill  may  be — and  it  is 
highly  laudable  and  commendable — such 
a  provision  does  not  solve  the  problem, 
ever  becoming  more  urgent,  of  how  our 
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older  people  are  to  finance  needed  health 
care. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  problem  of  financ- 
ing the  health  care  needs  of  our  aged 
citizens  will  not  go  away.  It  will  not  dis- 
appear. It  will  not  diminish.  On  the 
contrary,  the  problem  becomes  more 
urgent  and  pressing  as  time  goes  by. 

There  are  some  who  assert  that  avail- 
able evidence  suggests  that  we  can  de- 
pend on  private  health  insurance  and 
prepayment  plans  such  as  Blue  Cross  to 
assume  the  responsibility  for  solving  this 
problem.  It  seems  clear  to  me  that  the 
available  evidence  reflects  just  the  op- 
posite, and  the  reasons  are  patently 
clear.  The  aged  are  a  high  risk  group 
because  of  their  high  health  costs.  De- 
spite the  efforts  of  the  private  insurance 
industry  over  the  past  few  years  to  de- 
sign plans  for  the  aged  that  provide  more 
adequate  protection  than  has  been  avail- 
able in  the  past,  and  at  a  price  they  can 
afford,  the  dilemma  created  by  high 
health  costs  and  low  incomes  in  old  age 
has  not  and  cannot  be  solved  by  any 
plan  that  puts  the  full  costs  on  the  aged 
and  undertakes  to  cover  those  costs 
through  premiums  that  must  be  paid  in 
old  age.  We  have  recently  seen  clear  evi- 
dence of  the  difficulties  faced  by  some 
private  insurance  companies  in  their  at- 
tempts to  reach  this  high  risk  group. 
Plans  which  were  offered  several  years 
ago  have  had  to  be  modified  to  reduce 
the  benefits  and  to  increase  the  premi- 
ums. It  is  a  matter  of  public  record  that 
this  high  risk,  high  cost,  group  has  pulled 
up  the  costs  for  entire  communities  un- 
der the  Blue  Cross-Blue  Shield  type  cov- 
erage. It  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
that  Blue  Cross  plans  in  many  areas  are 
facing  increasingly  difficult  financing 
problems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  repeat  that  it  is  a 
matter  of  deep  regret  that  the  pending 
legislation  does  not  face  up  to  this  prob- 
lem. 

FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES 

A  second  area  which  the  bill  does  not 
touch  and  which  causes  me  concern  is 
the  failure  to  extend  social  security  cov- 
erage to  the  largest  single  group  of 
workers  who  do  not  now  have  social  se- 
curity protection — the  more  than  2  mil- 
lion civilian  employees  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

I  regret  that  this  legislation  does  not 
face  up  to  this  problem.  It  is  likewise 
a  matter  of  concern  to  me  that  the  De- 
partment of  HEW  and  the  other  depart- 
ments of  the  Government  have  not 
agreed  on  a  plan  of  action  which  they 
could  recommend  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  and  the  Congress,  and 
which  we  could  approve.  No  less  than 
4  years  ago,  in  connection  with  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1960,  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  in  its  report 
urged  that  the  appropriate  Federal 
agencies  concerned  accelerate  their  ef- 
forts in  finding  a  workable  and  sound 
solution  to  this  problem  and  required 
that  they  submit  a  report  to  the  Con- 
gress "at  the  earliest  opportunity."  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  was  4  years  ago,  and  no 
report  has  as  yet  been  forthcoming.  I 
had  raised  the  question  along  with  many 
other  Members  in  the  executive  sessions 
that  led  to  the  1960  amendments  as  I 


had  also  done  on  several  past  occasions, 
notably  in  connection  with  the  1958 
amendments.  I  again  raised  the  ques- 
tion in  1961  and  1962.  I  cannot  under- 
stand why,  after  all  these  years,  the  ap- 
propriate executive  agencies  cannot 
bring  to  us  a  plan  which  they  can  ap- 
prove — and  on  which  they  might  seek 
our  approval. 

I  am  not  sure  that  all  Members  realize 
the  seriousness  of  the  problem  which  for 
years  has  confronted  many"  Federal 
workers  as  a  result  of  their  lack  of  credit 
under  the  social  security  program  for 
their  Federal  Government  employment. 
The  civil  service  retirement  system,  like 
other  staff  retirement  plans,  is  appro- 
priately oriented  to  career  workers,  and 
it  does  provide  a  generally  satisfactory 
level  of  benefits  for  long-term  career  em- 
ployees. But  the  furtherance  of  the 
staff  retirement  objective  has  left  gaps, 
shortcomings,  and  inequities  in  the  pro- 
tection of  Federal  workers  who  have  not 
completed  long  periods  of  service. 

Since  the  civil  service  retirement  sys- 
tem provides  no  protection  until  an  em- 
ployee has  completed  5  years  of  Federal 
service,  many  young  Federal  employees 
and  their  families  go  without  survivors 
and  disability  protection  during  that 
time.  Even  after  the  5-year  qualifying 
period  is  completed,  the  workers  and 
their  families  may  not  have  adequate 
survivors — and,  in  many  cases,  disabil- 
ity— protection.  For  example,  the  wid- 
ow of  an  employee  who  dies  after  5  years 
of  service  gets  a  monthly  benefit  amount- 
ing to  about  4  percent  of  his  pay,  and  the 
widow  of  a  10-year  employee  gets  about 
9  percent  of  his  pay.  Also  seriously  af- 
fected because  they  do  not  get  social  se- 
curity credit  for  Federal  employment 
are  the  many  workers  who  spend  part 
of  their  work  lifetime  in  Federal  employ- 
ment and  part  in  other  work.  The  work- 
er who  leaves  a  job  in  private  industry 
to  enter  Federal  employment  may  event- 
ually lose  the  social  security  protection 
he  acquired  while  in  private  industry, 
and  it  will  be  a  long  time  before  he  ac- 
quires adequate  protection  under  the 
Federal  civil  service  retirement  system. 
The  worker  who  leaves  Federal  employ- 
ment— even  after  many  years  of  serv- 
ice— immediately  loses  any  survivors  and 
disability  protection  he  acquired  in  Fed- 
eral employment,  and  if  he  obtains  a  re- 
fund of  his  contribution  to  the  civil  serv- 
ice retirement  system,  will  also  be  left 
without  retirement  credit  for  the  period 
of  Federal  service.  Until  he  gains  in- 
sured status  under  social  security  by 
working  for  the  required  time  in  a  cov- 
ered job,  he  and  his  family  will  have  no 
protection  under  either  social  security  or 
the  civil  service  retirement  system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  bill  which  is  be- 
fore the  committee  now,  we  have  extend- 
ed coverage  to  new  groups  not  hereto- 
fore covered  for  which  I  am  very  glad. 
As  I  stated  at  the  outset  of  my  remarks, 
at  long  last  we  have  provided  for  the 
coverage  of  employees  who  receive  wages 
in  the  form  of  tips  and  gratuities.  This 
is  very  commendable  action,  and  it  de- 
serves the  support  of  Members  of  the 
House.  This  coverage  should  have  been 
extended  years  ago.  In  a  like  manner, 
we  should  have  faced  up  to  the  coverage 


of  the  largest  single  remaining  group — 
the  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  also  stated  at  the 
outset  of  my  remarks,  I  support  the  pro- 
visions that  are  in  this  bill  because  they 
are  sound  and  much  needed  improve- 
ments in  the  social  security  program.  I 
devoutly  hope  that,  at  the  earliest  possi- 
ble occasion,  the  committee  will  engage 
itself  in  an  effort  to  reach  a  solution  to 
other  remaining  large  and  significant 
problems.  In  the  meantime,  I  urge  the 
committee  to  approve  the  bill  now  be- 
fore it. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  I  want  to 
express  to  the  gentleman  the  fact  I  share 
his  concern  for  the  delay  and  inaction  in 
developing  a  proper  program  whereby 
the  present  Civil  Service  Retirement  Act 
could  be  integrated  with  the  social  se- 
curity system  to  produce  a  better  system 
overall. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  appreciate  that  very 
much,  and  I  can  attest  to  the  fact  that 
the  gentleman  states  a  fact.  It  is  also 
reflective  of  the  more  enlightened  lead- 
ership on  the  part  of  the  minority  side 
of  our  committee,  which  the  gentleman 
provides. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  will  be  delighted  to 
yield  to  the  chairman  of  a  great  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  BONNER.  I  have  had  many  let- 
ters from  doctors  protesting  their  inclu- 
sion in  this  bill.  I  merely  want  to  ask 
if  the  American  Medical  Association  ad- 
vocates the  inclusion  of  doctors  in  this 
bill? 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  have  no  specific 
knowledge  of  the  attitude  of  the  Amer- 
ican Medical  Association  on  the  pending 
bill.  My  guess  would  be  that  the  asso- 
•ciation  as  an  association  is  probably  in 
opposition  to  this  section.  But  I  regret 
that  the  gentleman  was  obviously  neces- 
sarily detained  from  the  Chamber  when 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means  addressed 
himself  to  this  specific  question.  In  my 
opinion,  he  has  completely  devastated 
and  demolished  anyone's  opposition  to 
the  inclusion  of  medical  doctors  within 
the  social  security  system. 

We  must  not  take  into  account  only 
the  position  of  the  association.  We  are 
under  an  obligation  to  give  consideration 
to  the  desires  of  the  individual  members 
of  that  profession,  of  the  many  county 
societies  and  the  numerous  States  so- 
cieties of  medical  doctors  which  have 
gone  on  record  in  favor  of  social  secu- 
rity coverage.  -  We  must  also  continu- 
ously keep  in  mind  the  prospective  wid- 
ows and  dependents  of  doctors  of  medi- 
cine. We  must  on  occasion,  as  the  gen- 
tleman well  knows,  protect  some  groups 
from  themselves  in  some  instances  and, 
more  importantly,  from  their  organized 
leaders  in  others,  and  this  in  my  opinion 
is  one  such  instance. 

Mr.  BONNER.  I  understand  the  gen- 
tleman. So  by  the  rule  under  which  this 
bill  is  being  considered  there  will  not  be 
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an  opportunity  to  offer  an  amendment 
to  include  the  doctors? 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  am  not  so  expert  a 
parliamentarian  as  to  presume  to  give 
the  gentleman  an  authoritative  answer 
to  the  question. 

Mr.  BONNER.  This  bill  is  being  con- 
sidered under  a  closed  rule. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  This  bill,  as  all  bills  of 
this  type,  is  being  considered  under  a 
rule  that  provides  for  amendments  that 
are  offered  by  the  authority  of  the  com- 
mittee, and  one  motion  to  recommit, 
waiving  points  of  order. 

Mr.  BONNER.  The  committee  does 
not  intend  to  offer  any  opportunity  for 
amendment? 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  am  in  no  position  to 
answer  that,  either,  but  I  can  say  to  the 
gentleman  that  up  to  this  minute  it  is 
not  within  my  knowledge  that  the  com- 
mittee has  adopted  or  authorized  the 
offering  of  any  such  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  permit  me  to  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  that  there  are  no 
committee  amendments  to  be  offered. 

Mr.  BONNER.  So  there  will  be  no 
amendment  offered  of  that  nature. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  California  who, 
incidentally,  comes  to  this  House  well 
recognized  as  one  of  the  country's  great- 
est authorities  in  the  field  of  social  se- 
curity legislation. 

Mr.  BURTON  of  California.  I  thank 
my  distinguished  colleague,  the  gentle- 
man from  New  York,  for  his  very  gen- 
erous statement. 

At  this  point  in  the  discussion,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  commend  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  King]  for  his  per- 
sistent and  effective  leadership  in  the  ef- 
fort to  provide  medical  care  for  the  Na- 
tion's elderly  under  the  social  security 
program.  Due  to  the  efforts  of  the  gen- 
tleman from  California,  Congressman 
King,  and  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Keogh],  and  other 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  the  committee  has  kept  alive  the 
hope  that  medical  care  under  social  se- 
curity will  soon  be  realized.  As  one 
Member,  I  am  anxious  to  vote  affirma- 
tively for  social  security  hospitalization 
insurance  for  the  aged  and  I  hope  to 
have  the  opportunity  to  do  so  later  this 
year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  before  us  for 
consideration  and  a  vote  will,  if  enacted, 
be  of  help  to  today's  aged  and  to  persons 
coming  on  the  social  security  beneficiary 
rolls  in  the  future.  It  will  not,  however, 
meet  the  biggest  financial  problem  facing 
the  great  majority  of  the  aged  today.  It 
will  not  meet  the  problem  the  aged  face 
when  they  must  pay  big  hospital  bills  out 
of  the  sharply  reduced  financial  re- 
sources that  are  so  common  among  re- 
tired older  Americans. 

I  realize  that  disagreement  exists  on 
the  legislative  action  necessary  to  solve 
the  problem  that  low  incomes  and  high 
health  costs  represent  for  the  aged.  But 
I  am  convinced  that  an  essential  part  of 
the  answer  to  the  problem  is  enactment 


of  a  plan  providing  hospital  insurance 
for  the  aged  under  social  security. 

Some  opponents  of  legislation  which 
would  provide  hospital  insurance  under 
social  security  say  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment's role  should  be  limited  to 
financial  help  through  State  and  local 
public  assistance  programs.  I  cannot 
agree  that  improvements  in  these  pro- 
grams offer  anything  approaching  a  so- 
lution to  the  problem. 

Getting  help  through  public  assistance 
always  depends  on  meeting  a  means 
test — which  often  involves  an  investiga- 
tion of  not  only  the  senior  citizen's  per- 
sonal affairs,  but  those  of  his  children  as 
well.  If  there  is  one  attitude  Americans 
have  in  common,  it  is  the  desire  to  main- 
tain individual  dignity  and  privacy. 
Most  people  find  it  humiliating  to  have 
to  prove  they  are  poor,  to  tell  how  they 
spend  their  money,  and  to  be  told  how 
the  welfare  office  thinks  they  should 
spend  their  money.  Many  of  our  senior 
citizens  would  rather  forgo  needed  medi- 
cal care — even  to  the  detriment  of  their 
health — than  go  before  a  public  welfare 
agency  and  admit  failure  to  be  able  to  go 
it  on  their  own.  Unlike  the  younger  per- 
son, the  senior  citizen  once  in  poverty 
knows  he  cannot  ever  escape  reliance  on 
charity.  He  is  rendered  a  permanent 
ward  of  the  State,  without  hope  for  a 
better  life,  a  token  inheritance  for  his 
children,  and  perhaps  not  even  a  decent 
burial.  A  relief  recipient  cannot  escape 
the  State  even  by  dying.  For  the  final 
action  on  his  death,  in  some  States,  will 
be  that  the  State  will  take  his  home  to 
repay  the  relief  given  him. 

Some  opponents  of  legislation  to  pro- 
vide hospital  insurance  for  the  aged 
through  social  security  claim  that  the 
voluntary  private  insurance  mechanism 
can  meet  the  needs  of  the  aged.  They 
cite  the  growth  in  the  variety  of  insur- 
ance plans  for  the  aged  and  the  increase 
in  the  number  of  aged  with  some  kind 
of  hospital  insurance  protection.  But, 
despite  the  increases  in  the  number  who 
have  hospital  insurance,  there  remain 
between  8.3  to  8.5  million  aged  persons 
with  no  coverage,  and  many  of  those 
with  insurance  have  only  very  inade- 
quate protection. 

The  opponents  generally  stand  mute 
on  the  adequacy  of  the  hospital  insur- 
ance older  people  have.  A  recent  survey 
of  the  aged,  in  fact,  the  most  comprehen- 
sive survey  of  the  aged  ever  conducted  in 
the  United  States,  has  a  significant 
measurement  of  the  effectiveness  of  the 
coverage  in  force  for  the  aged.  It  has 
produced  data  on  the  percentage  of  hos- 
pital costs  met  by  insurance  for  those 
couples  and  nonmarried  men  and  women 
who  have  hospital  insurance.  For  ex- 
ample, the  survey  shows  that  10  percent 
of  aged  nonmarried  men  and  women  with 
hospital  insurance  found  that  their  in- 
surance paid  no  part  of  their  hospital 
costs.  The  survey  also  found  that  one- 
fourth  of  the  aged  couples  with  hospital 
stays  and  with  insurance  reported  their 
insurance  paid  less  than  50  percent  of 
the  hospital  expense.  Not  more  than  a 
few  percent  of  the  aged  have  insurance 
protection  matching  that  available  to 


Federal  employees,  who  can  stand  the 
cost  of  illness  much  better  than  the  aged. 

It  is  clear  that  neither  public  assist- 
ance nor  private  health  insurance  can 
meet  the  problem  created  by  the  com- 
bined effect  of  high  health  costs  and  low 
income  in  old  age.  The  problem  requires 
an  approach  that  does  not  depend  on 
payment  of  the  entire  cost  after  retire- 
ment but  instead  enables  people  to  pay 
for  part  of  their  protection  against  these 
costs  out  of  their  earnings  and  over  the 
course  of  their  working  lifetimes.  There 
is  no  question  in  my  mind  that  hospital 
insurance  under  social  security  would  be 
an  important  part  of  the  solution  to  this 
problem. 

The  basic  idea  of  social  security  is  that 
people  pay  contributions  over  their 
working  lifetimes,  together  with  their 
employers,  to  provide  benefits  after  re- 
tirement in  old  age.  A  proposal  for  hos- 
pital insurance  for  the  aged  would  be 
patterned  after  the  same  principle. 
While  earning,  the  worker  would  make 
small  contributions  to  help  pay  for  pro- 
tection against  the  high  hospital  costs 
that  are  a  common  occurrence  in  old  age. 

Some  concern  has  been  expressed  that 
the  bill  before  us  leaves  no  leeway  for 
financing  a  social  security  hospital  in- 
surance proposal.   That  is  not  the  case. 

An  examinat'on  of  just  one  aspect  of 
the  social  security  financing  mechanism, 
the  earnings  base,  reveals  that  even  the 
$5,400  maximum  on  earnings  subject  to 
the  contribution  rate  which  is  proposed 
in  the  bill  before  us  is  not  enough  to  pre- 
vent the  earnings  base  from  lagging  be- 
hind earnings  levels. 

This  is  well  illustrated  by  the  simple 
fact  that  the  last  earnings  base  increase, 
to  $4,800,  became  effective  in  1959.  H.R. 
11865  would  increase  the  earnings  base  to 
$5,400,  effective  in  1965,  which  in  effect 
represents  an  increase  of  $100  a  year  in 
the  intervening  years.  The  average 
earnings  of  full-time  workers  rose  about' 
$170  over  the  same  period. 

Another  highly  pertinent  consideration 
is  that  if  the  earnings  base  is  not  in- 
creased as  earnings  levels  rise,  there  is  a 
proportional  decrease  in  the  part  of  the 
Nation's  payrolls  that  is  subject  to  social 
security  contributions,  in  essence  the 
financial  base  of  the  program.  The  loss 
of  social  security  contribution  income  de- 
veloping as  a  result  of  a  contracting 
earnings  base  would  have  to  be  compen- 
sated for  by  setting  the  contribution  rate 
at  a  higher  level  than  would  otherwise 
be  necessary.  Financing  social  security 
by  preventing  the  earnings  base  from 
keeping  up  and  increasing  the  contribu- 
tion rate  would  involve  shifting  the  fi- 
nancing toward  the  low-paid  worker 
from  the  higher  paid  worker  and  should 
be  avoided.  If  the  failure  to  keep  the 
earnings  base  up  to  date  is  carried  far 
into  the  future  it  would  result  in  a  pro- 
gram under  which  just  about  all  workers, 
even  the  low-paid  workers,  would  have  to 
pay  the  same  social  security  contribution 
amount.  The  social  security  contribu- 
tion would  actually  be  a  fixed  amount 
levied  on  each  worker.  It  is  for  these 
reasons  that  I  think  it  very  important 
that  the  earnings  base  be  increased  to  at 
least  $6,600  now  and  kept  up  to  date 
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thereafter  in  order  to  reflect  the  growth 
of  a  strong  economy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  hopeful  that  this 
bill  will  be  improved  by  the  addition  of  a 
much  needed  provision  establishing  hos- 
pital insurance  for  the  aged  through  so- 
cial security.  I  am  sure  that  a  plan  in- 
cluding such  a  proposal  can  be  worked 
out  which  will  be  acceptable  to  a  majority 
of  the  House.  It  is  evident  that  there  is 
within  social  security  the  means  to 
finance  a  hospital  insurance  provision, 
and  I  sincerely  hope  that  this  bill  will 
return  to  us  from  the  Senate  with  such  a 
provision.  I  am  anxious  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  vote  affirmatively  on  so- 
cial security  hospitalization  insurance  for 
the  aged  this  year. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  thank  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  California.  I 
can  say  to  him  it  is  my  firm  belief  that 
those  of  us  who  may  continue  in  our 
service  here  in  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  will  be  delighted  and  anxious  to 
follow  the  great  and  inspiring  leadership 
of  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
King]  in  that  most  important  area  to 
which  you  have  referred. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROONEY  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  one  who  is  not  one  of  the 
greatest  authorities  on  the  subject  of 
social  security,  I  should  like  to  say  to  my 
distinguished  friend  that  he  is  entitled 
to  the  commendation  of  this  House  on 
the  forceful  presentation  that  he  has 
made  here  today.  He  knows  his  sub- 
ject and  he  is  certainly  going  in  the  right 
direction,  and  I  am  sure  everyone  from 
his  State  will  follow  him. 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  am  very  much  obliged 
to  my  good  friend,  the  gentleman  from 
New  York,  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  a  most  important  subcommittee  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  who,  I  am 
willing  to  concede  is  an  expert  in  many 
matters. 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEOGH.  I  yield  to  the  gentle- 
man. 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  I  wish  to 
commend  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  New  York  now  in  the  well  of  the 
House  on  his  splendid  statement  and  for 
his  excellent  efforts  in  support  of  social 
security  legislation  and  particularly 
upon  his  last  statement  with  respect  to 
the  support  that  we  all  give  to  the  efforts 
of  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  King]. 

(Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex- 
tend his  remarks.) 

Mr.  KEOGH.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  say  to 
the  gentleman  from  Montana,  in  addi- 
tion to  expressing  my  appreciation  for 
his  contribution,  that  I  need  not  remind 
him,  I  know,  that  one  of  the  large  groups 
of  those  to  be  benefited  by  the  pending 
bill  are  the  widows  of  America. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  California  [Mr.  UttL 

(Mr.  UTT  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 


Mr.  UTT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret 
that  my  colleague,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  Bruce  Alger,  is  unavoidably  ab- 
sent today  because  of  a  funeral  in  the 
family. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  purpose  in  speak- 
ing this  afternoon  is  to  call  attention  to 
the  minority  views.  I  wish  to  call  at- 
tention to  the  fact  that  they  are  not  dis- 
senting views  but  are  separate  views,  and 
really  should  be  additional  views. 

I  believe  our  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills],  made  a 
wonderful  explanation  of  the  bill. 

I  should  like  to  associate  myself  with 
the  remarks  of  the  gentleman  from  Mis- 
souri [Mr.  Curtis]  because  I  agree  with 
all  he  had  to  say,  though  I  come  to  a  dif- 
ferent conclusion,  because  I  am  going  to 
vote  against  the  bill. 

I  believe  we  have  a  good  bill  and  that 
we  have  corrected  many  of  the  inequi- 
ties, but  there  yet  remain  a  great  many 
inequities  to  be  corrected. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Keogh]  reminded  us  of  the  civil  service 
problem.  I  believe  the  only  argument 
against  including  the  civil  service  em- 
ployees is  the  fact  that  such  employees 
have  their  own  retirement  system.  If 
that  is  a  good  argument,  why  should  it 
not  obtain  also  with  respect  to  the 
Standard  Oil  Co.  or  with  respect  to  any 
other  corporation  which  has  its  own  re- 
tirement system  for  its  employees? 
Those  employees  are  covered  by  social 
security.  Why,  then,  should  not  the 
civil  service  employees  be  entitled  to  the 
same  coverage  given  by  private  employ- 
ment? 

I  believe  we  have  corrected  some  in- 
equities. We  did  include  the  waiters 
and  those  people  who  work  for  tips. 

I  introduced  a  companion  bill  with  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Keogh], 
and  I  worked  for  the  inclusion  of  that 
bill  into  our  overall  social  security 
amendments  bill  for  1964. 

I  also  approve  the  position  taken  by 
the  gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
Byrnes]  with  reference  to  people  over 
72,  and  also  the  inclusion  of  the  doctors. 
I  believe  we  must  include  the  doctors  in 
order  to  make  this  a  universal  system. 

I  have  been  accused  of  being  opposed 
to  social  security.  I  might  not  have  been 
willing  to  start  the  system,  but  we  have  it 
and  I  am  for  it.  I  want  it  protected. 
There  is  no  quicker  way  to  destroy  the 
social  security  system  than  to  continue 
inflation  and  find  it  necessary  to  raise  the 
rates  and  the  ba'se  in  order  to  meet  the 
costs  of  continued  inflation. 

If  the  recipients  of  social  security  are 
going  to  continue  to  get  cost-of-living 
increases  on  social  security,  none  of  them 
will  be  interested  in  fiscal  responsibility 
of  the  Government.  I  believe  they  should 
be. 

Inflation  is  one  of  the  worst  robbers 
we  have  ever  had,  with  an  insatiable  de- 
mand depreciating  the  value  of  the 
dollar. 

A  young  man  going  under  social  secu- 
rity today  at  the  age  of  20  faces  40  years 
of  work.  With  an  annual  inflation  of 
even  1  or  2  percent,  he  will  find  that  the 
dollars  he  will  get  back  when  he  reaches 
the  age  of  65  will  not  buy  him  25  cents 
worth  of  groceries — and  that  is  legalized 


robbery.  They  should  demand  that  we 
return  to  them  a  dollar  which  will  buy 
as  many  groceries  when  we  give  it  to 
them  as  it  bought  the  day  we  took  it 
away  from  them.  That  is  one  of  the 
reasons  why  I  continue  to  argue  over  the 
fact  that  inflation  will  destroy  the  social 
security  system.  There  are  still  a  lot  of 
inequities  which  should  be  included  in 
this,  but  we  cannot  do  it  at  this  time, 
and  we  may  never  do  it.  One  of  them  is 
the  diverse  treatment  of  those  retired 
people  on  social  security.  May  I  give 
you  an  example?  There  are  two  brothers 
who  are  starting  to  work  on  the  same  day 
at  the  age  of  20  or  25  or  thereabouts  and 
who  work  for  General  Motors.  One  of 
those  individuals  invests  his  savings  on 
a  noncovered  income  basis,  in  other 
words,  he  buys  stock  in  General  Motors. 
The  other  brother  purchases  a  chicken 
ranch  or  an  avocado  ranch  in  southern 
California.  Both  retire  on  the  same  day 
at  age  65.  The  man  with  an  income  from 
the  General  Motors  stock  pays  no  social 
security  on  it  and  is  also  entitled  to  draw 
social  security,  while  the  man  who  bought 
the  farm  cannot  draw  social  security 
until  he  is  72  and  he  continues  for  that 
additional  7  years  to  pay  the  social  secu- 
rity tax  on  his  earnings.  Now,  that  is  a 
complete  inequity.  I  do  not  know  how 
we  can  overcome  that,  but  I  think  we 
should. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  record  there 
are  a  few  facts  I  want  to  place  in  the 
Record.  This  is  the  main  reason  why  I 
am  not  supporting  this  bill  or  voting 
for  it.  I  will  say  it  is  a  desirable  bill.  A 
Cadillac  is  a  desirable  automobile,  but  I 
cannot  afford  a  Cadillac.  Neither  can 
we  afford  a  price  tag  of  $1.5  billion  which 
is  attached  to  this  bill.  It  is  going  to  be 
paid  to  those  people  who  have  never  con- 
tributed one  additional  nickel  to  social 
security  and  will  never  contribute  one 
more  nickel  to  social  security.  That  en- 
tire $1.5  billion  will  be  paid  for  by  the 
working  force  in  America  today. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Curtis]  said,  this  is  the  most  regressive 
tax  we  have  on  the  books  today.  It  is 
interesting  in  our  committee  to  find  econ- 
omists, labor  leaders,  and  the  most  lib- 
eral people  appearing  before  our  com- 
mittee telling  me  that  a  2-  or  3 -percent 
sales  tax  or  a  5-percent  excise  tax  is  a 
regressive  tax  because  it  falls  on  the 
people  Jeast  able  to  pay,  those  in  the  low- 
est income  brackets.  I  say  to  you  that 
of  the  60  million  people  paying  social 
security  today  90  percent  of  them  are 
in  the  middle  and  lowest  income  brackets 
and  this  is  a  regressive  tax  on  those  peo- 
ple. Yet  the  liberal  element  continues  to 
believe  that  to  be  a  very  important  tax 
even  though  it  takes  money  out  of  the 
paychecks  of  millions  of  people. 

In  1956  there  was  a  $22  billion  balance 
in  the  social  security  fund.  The  social 
security  actual  balance  in  the  fund  in 
1963  was  $18.9  billion.  Back  in  1953, 
when  the  estimates  were  made  for  the 
future,  there  was  an  estimate  made  for 
1960  and  that  estimate  was  that  there 
would  be  $27.5  billion  in  the  social  se- 
curity fund  at  that  time.  In  1953  we 
estimated  that  in  1970  there  would  be  a 
balance  of  $44.5  billion.  The  actual  bal- 
ance in  1960  was  only  $20  billion.  In 
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fact,  they  were  off  35  percent  in  their 
estimates.  The  projected  balance  for 
1970,  which  was  made  in  1953,  was  $44.5 
billion.  Ten  years  later  we  reduced  that 
estimate  from  $44.5  to  $35.9  billion.  We 
reduced  our  estimates  by  25  percent.  At 
no  time  since  the  inception  of  social  se- 
curity has  the  projected  balance  in  the 
fund  ever  been  reached  even  with  an  in- 
creased base  from  $3,000  with  a  tax  of 
1  percent  on  both  employee  and  employer 
to  $5,400  in  1965  with  a  tax  rate  of  3.8 
percent.  In  other  words,  this  is  an  80- 
percent  increase  in  the  base  plus  a  280- 
percent  increase  in  the  rate  or  a  total 
percentage  increase  of  504  percent  since 
the  inception  of  social  security. 

How  long  can  we  continue  to  increase 
at  the  rate  of  several  percent  a  year  on 
the  amount  of  social  security  taxes  and 
still  have  the  public  willing  to  pay  it? 
I  do  not  believe  that  we  can  continue  to 
go  that  way  very  long.  Never  have  pro- 
jected estimates  been  maintained  or 
reached  and  no  one  here  today  can  con- 
vince me  that  with  another  election  com- 
ing on  in  1966,  1968,  and  1970  there  will 
not  be  a  bill  to  increase  benefits  or  to  have 
somebody  else  included  who  has  not  re- 
ceived these  benefits  before.  We  will 
find  the  social  security  balance  dwindling 
to  almost  zero  and  then  we  will  have  to 
take  money  from  the  general  fund  in 
order  to  make  up  the  deficits. 

For  those  reasons  I  find  myself  com- 
pelled to  vote  against  the  bill  because  I 
do  not  think  we  can  afford  it  at  this 
time.  I  shall  offer  a  motion  to  recommit, 
without  instructions,  at  the  proper  time. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Rhodes]. 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  social  security  improve- 
ments in  this  bill  are  so  modest  that  they 
should  have  unanimous  support.  Even 
the  provision  to  include  doctors  has  been 
supported  in  ref  erendums  by  State  medi- 
cal societies  in  States  fixing  60  per- 
cent of  the  doctor  population.  My  State 
of  Pennsylvania  is  one  where  doctors  by 
a  large  majority  requested  this  coverage 
under  the  social  security  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  new  member  of  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee,  I  want  to 
commend  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Mills],  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  our  committee,  for  his  leadership,  his 
great  ability,  his  untiring  efforts  and 
fairness. 

There  is  a  wide  difference  of  opinion 
on  legislation  of  this  kind  which  is  quite 
evident  in  our  committee.  But  there  was 
little  if  any  opposition  in  our  commit- 
tee on  this  bill.  Our  chairman  has  the 
confidence,  respect,  and  admiration  of 
all  members  of  this  committee  despite 
his  most  difficult  task.  This  also  goes 
for  the  ranking  minority  leader,  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Byrnes] 
and  the  ranking  Democratic  member,  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  King]. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  this  social 
security  bill  today,  even  though  I  con- 
sider it  inadequate  in  light  of  the  needs 
of  our  retired  citizens  and  the  health  of 
our  economy. 


Social  security  has  become  justifiably 
popular  with  a  majority  of  the  American 
people.  It  has  brought  a  measure  of 
security  and  comfort  to  the  aged,  the  dis- 
abled and  dependent  widows  and  chil- 
dren. It  has  also  served  as  a  powerful 
stimulant  to  the  American  economy,  and 
has  contributed  greatly  to  the  progress 
and  strength  of  our  country. 

In  my  own  Sixth  Congressional  Dis- 
trict of  Pennsylvania,  over  70,000  people 
receive  $5  million  monthly  in  social  se- 
curity benefits.  These  benefits  not  only 
guarantee  the  aged,  the  disabled,  and 
widows  and  orphans  a  minimum  amount 
of  the  funds  needed  for  daily  existence, 
they  benefit  the  business  community  as 
well  in  terms  of  added  purchases  of  goods 
and  services. 

Although  the  present  bill  is  a  long  over- 
due step  in  the  right  direction,  I  feel  that 
much  more  should  be  done  to  make  so- 
cial security  benefits  more  realistic  and 
more  adequate.  The  present  bill,  with  its 
5-percent  across-the-board  increase, 
raises  the  minimum  to  $42,  which  I  feel 
is  shamefully  inadequate. 

I  share  the  feeling  of  many  of  my  col- 
leagues, that  this  very  small  increase  in 
benefits  should  be  augmented  by  the  in- 
clusion of  a  provision  for  health  care  of 
the  aged. 

This  was  bypassed  by  the  committee 
when  it  was  evident  that  we  lacked  a  ma- 
jority for  the  King-Anderson  proposal. 

But  there  is  no  good  reason  why  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  should  not  have  the 
opportunity  to  make  a  decision  on  medi- 
care. It  is  a  controversial  issue  but  it 
is  a  question  of  great  national  importance 
and  the  people  of  our  country  have  a 
right  to  know  where  we  stand  on  this 
issue.  From  what  I  have  observed,  the 
majority  of  our  citizens  want  this  legis- 
lation enacted.  I  believe  feat  is  also  the 
sentiment  of  this  House. 

While  we  cannot  amend  the  bill  on  the 
House  floor  to  include  medicare,  there  is 
the  possibility  that  it  will  be  approved  in 
the  other  body.  In  that  event,  I  hope 
that  House  conferees  will  permit  Mem- 
bers of  the  House  to  express  their  will  on 
a  meaure  of  such  importance  when  it 
comes  back  for  a  final  decision. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  social  se- 
curity benefits  should  be  extended  to  the 
aged  and  disabled  Americans  who  did 
not  have  the  opportunity  to  receive  cov- 
erage during  their  working  life.  An 
amendment  to  give  coverage  to  these  peo- 
ple was  offered  by  the  distinguished  mi- 
nority leader  of  our  committee.  But 
that  proposal,  if  adopted,  would  result  in 
a  serious  drain  on  the  social  security 
fund.  When  it  was  amended  to  finance 
benefits  for  this  group  from  the  General 
Treasury,  our  Republican  friends  op- 
posed their  own  proposal. 

Opponents  of  social  security  have  fre- 
quently charged  that  the  social  security 
fund  is  not  solvent.  Much  of  this  ap- 
pears to  be  wishful  thinking.  But  to  ex- 
tend coverage  to  include  persons  who 
have  not  contributed  to  the  program  is 
the  quickest  way  to  make  the  fund  in- 
solvent and  to  wreck  the  program. 

I  favor  an  extension  of  minimum  social 
security  benefits  to  all  citizens  65  years 
and  over  if  the  additional  coverage  is 
financed  out  of  the  General  Treasury. 


Personally,  I  feel  that  the  social  secu- 
rity program  needs  to  be  improved,  and 
that  some  change  must  be  made  in  the 
method  of  financing  the  program.  As  of 
now,  people  with  incomes  of  $100  a  week 
are  paying  as  much  in  social  security 
taxes  as  recipients  of  incomes  of  $100,000 
a  year  or  more.  There  should  be  a  limi- 
tation on  social  security  taxes  paid  by 
low-income  people.  When  it  reaches  5 
or  6  percent  on  individuals  we  should 
consider  appropriations  from  the  general 
fund  to  help  finance  improvements  that 
will  be  necessary  to  make  the  program 
more  adequate  and  realistic. 

Everyone  here  knows  that  the  medi- 
care provision  is  going  to  be  approved. 
I  hope  it  will  be  this  year.  But  it  is  sure 
to  come  because  there  is  a  need  for  it 
and  the  people  want  it. 

Evidence  has  been  repeatedly  pre- 
sented to  the  Congress  concerning  the 
inadequacy  of  the  Kerr-Mills  program 
of  medical  assistance  for  the  aged.  The 
distinguished  Senate  Subcommittee  on 
Health  of  the  Elderly  has  just  this  month 
published  data  which  shows  that  only 
half  of  the  Nation's  elderly  have  any 
health  insurance  at  all,  despite  "dis- 
torted" claims  by  the  insurance  industry. 
Only  one  in  four  older  persons  holds  ade- 
quate hospital  insurance  by  the  standard 
of  the  American  Hospital  Association; 
namely,  a  policy  that  pays  three-fourths 
of  the  bill. 

At  a  time  when  hospital  room  and 
board  costs  average  $20  a  day,  the  Sen- 
ate reports  show,  well  over  half  of  all 
commercial  hospital  insurance  policies 
pay  only  $10  a  day  or  less  toward  these 
costs.  The  report  details  the  gloomy  fact 
that  the  elderly  who  now  hold  private 
health  insurance  have  great  difficulty  in 
keeping  even  an  inadequate  level  of  pro- 
tection. Premiums  are  rising,  benefits 
shrinking,  and  many  policies  are  can- 
celed when  the  need  is  greatest. 

The  eight-member  subcommittee  ma- 
jority has  concluded  that  hospital  in- 
surance for  the  aged  financed  through 
social  security  is  the  Nation's  only  logical 
course. 

Many  arguments  against  including 
medicare  under  soc'al  security  are  mis- 
leading, and  contradictory.  These  kind 
of  arguments  were  wrong  when  they 
were  first  used  over  a  hundred  years  ago 
by  opponents  of  tax-supported  public 
school  education,  they  were  wrong  when 
used  against  the  original  social  security 
legislation  in  1935,  and  they  are  wrong 
today.  Both  the  insurance  industry  and 
the  medical  profession  which  opposed 
social  security  in  the  1930's  have  pro- 
posed since  then  as  never  before. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  realize  that  there  are 
many  who  oppose  social  security  as  a 
matter  of  political  philosophy.  They 
have  opposed  it  since  its  inception. 

Because  of  growing  popularity  of  social 
security,  opponents  have  fought  the  pro- 
gram with  scare  words  and  labels  and 
with  dire  predictions.  They  have  pre- 
dicted that  it  would  bankrupt  the  Nation. 
They  charge  that  the  fund  is  not  sound. 
They  call  for  a  "voluntary"  program. 

Gov.  Nelson  Rockefeller  has  answered 
extremist  attacks  by  pointing  out  that 
a  voluntary  provision  would  kill  the  so- 
cial security  program.   As  the  Governor 
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knows,  this  is  exactly  what  some  would 
like  to  do,  for  social  security  is  the  very 
heart  of  what  they  call  welfare -statism. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  other  im- 
provements needed  in  our  social  security 
program.  The  age  requirement  I  believe 
should  be  reduced  to  60  years  for  men 
and  women,  and  55  years  for  widows,  and 
a  provision  included  dealing  with  victims 
of  catastrophic  illness. 

In  a  nation  that  worries  about  its  sur- 
pluses, automation,  and  increasing  pro- 
duction, retired  elderly  citizens  should 
have  the  opportunity  to  live  out  their 
twilight  years,  without  the  fear  of  pov- 
erty and  neglect. 

Our  Nation  can  well  afford  it.  Social 
security  has  been  a  stimulant  for  our 
economy.  It  is  an  important  factor  in 
a  balanced  economy  and  in  creating  em- 
ployment opportunities. 

The  bill  which  we  are  sure  to  pass 
today,  will  mean  but  a  few  crumbs  for 
our  deserving  aged  and  disabled  citizens. 

I  will  support  the  bill,  but  hope  that 
when  it  comes  back  again  to  the  House 
floor  as  a  conference  report  it  will  con- 
tain the  medicare  provision  or  a  more 
substantial  increase  in  social  security 
benefits. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Ohio  [Mr.  Betts]. 

(Mr.  BETTS  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  BETTS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  this  legislation. 

However,  I  do  hope  that  the  impres- 
sion has  not  been  created  that  all  the 
arguments  are  against  and  none  in  favor 
of  the  hundreds  of  policemen  and  fire- 
men who  do  not  fall  under  the  social 
security  system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  Ohio,  for  example, 
we  have  one  of  the  greatest  retirement 
systems  in  the  country  for  our  firemen 
and  policemen.  There  is  grave  concern 
that  this  is  ultimately  the  goal,  that  at 
some  time  they  will  all  be  under  social 
security. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  grateful  that  the 
committee  went  no  further  than  the  pro- 
visions contained  in  this  bill  providing 
for  voluntary  admission. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  time  never 
comes  when  these  great  retirement  orga- 
nizations which  have  built  up  outstand- 
ing trust  funds  will  be  jeopardized  by  the 
encroachment  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  required  to  come  under  the 
social  security  system  against  their  will. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  program  as  broad 
and  sweeping  as  the  social  security  sys- 
tem is  bound  to  raise  some  problems  and 
difficulties.  One  reason  is  that  the  sys- 
tem actually  is  not  one  but  many  inter- 
related programs.  Some  of  the  programs 
we  might  support  with  more  enthusi- 
asm than  others.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
we  might  be  in  favor  of  some  and  against 
others.  Unfortunately,  this  is  the  situ- 
ation with  respect  to  this  bill,  H.R.  11865. 
It  contains  provisions  which  I  can 
wholeheartedly  support  and  also  some 
which  I  at  least  question,  if  not  oppose. 
It  is  a  typical  omnibus  bill  brought  before 
the  House  under  a  closed  rule,  and  thus 
involves  voting  for  provisions  which  you 
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oppose  to  get  measures  which  you 
support. 

Frankly,  I  would  rather  not  have  in 
the  bill  the  provision  which  would  place 
firemen  and  policemen  under  the  system 
even  on  a  voluntary  basis. 

Pension  and  retirement  systems  ac- 
tually originated  with  the  fire  service. 
Through  time  and  experimentation  these 
systems  have  been  developed  to  meet  the 
specific  needs  of  firemen,  their  depend- 
ents and  survivors.  For  the  most  part, 
these  retirement  programs  provide  for 
retirement  after  20  years  of  service  or  at 
age  50  or  55.  Therefore,  it  is  quite  com- 
mon for  firemen  to  retire  prior  to  the 
average  social  security  recipient.  Of 
course,  their  earlier  retirement  is  ne- 
cessitated by  the  very  nature  of  their 
work,  which  to  say  the  least  is  haz- 
ardous. Thus,  firemen  could  have  a  10- 
to- 15 -year  retirement  period  during 
which  social  security  would  be  of  no 
value  to  them. 

The  opposition  of  most  firemen  to  their 
inclusion  under  the  social  security  sys- 
tem is  not  one  of  opposition  to  the  system 
itself.  They  feel,  with  some  justification, 
that  if  they  are  brought  within  the  social 
security  system  there  will  be  less  incen- 
tive at  the  State  and  local  levels  to  im- 
prove and  strengthen  their  existing  re- 
tirement programs.  Will  this  in  fact 
happen?  While  only  time  will  tell,  we 
have  experienced  a  similar  situation  un- 
der the  State  workmen's  compensation 
programs.  With  the  expansion  of  so- 
cial security  disability  insurance,  the 
States  have  tended  to  maintain  their 
programs  at  current  levels  rather  than 
improving  them. 

As  you  will  recall,  when  first  adopted, 
social  security  disability  was  a  program 
limited  to  those  over  age  50,  with  a  re- 
duction in  benefits  for  any  amounts  re- 
ceived under  any  other  governmental 
program,  be  it  Federal,  State,  or  local. 
Then  it  was  broadened  and  these  limita- 
tions were  taken  out.  That  is  when  the 
trouble  began. 

Of  course,  the  State  or  municipality, 
depending  on  whether  their  retirement 
program  is  statewide  or  local,  must  first 
decide  to  offer  social  security  coverage, 
and  the  firemen  themselves  will  have  an 
opportunity  to  vote  on  coverage  by  refer- 
endum. Nonetheless,  in  a  State  such  as 
Ohio,  this  will  not  protect  the  rights  of 
the  minority  who  oppose  inclusion  in  the 
social  security  system.  In  other  words, 
if  50.1  percent  of  the  firemen  vote  by 
referendum  to  come  within  the  social 
security  system,  the  other  49.9  percent 
and  all  future  firemen  will  be  covered. 
Thus,  for  them  it  is  compulsory  cover- 
age in  that  they  must  follow  the  wishes 
of  a  bare  majority.  I  realize  that  in  some 
States  you  can  divide  the  retirement  pro- 
gram into  two  parts,  thus  protecting 
those  firemen  who  do  not  want  social 
security  coverage.  However,  in  Ohio  and 
in  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  50 
States  this  is  not  the  case. 

I  feel  that  the  committee  should  have 
given  more  detailed  consideration  to  this 
provision  in  the  bill,  and  should  have 
given  the  firemen  the  opportunity  to  ap- 
pear before  the  committee.  While  the 
committee  had  good  intentions  in  ap- 


proving this  provision,  I  feel  that  the  de- 
cision was  made  with  a  minimum  of  in- 
formation at  hand. 

But  other  items  in  H.R.  11865  are 
meritorious  and  should  outweigh  the  ob- 
jectionable sections. 

The  overriding  argument  in  favor  of 
this  legislation  is  the  raise  in  social  se- 
curity benefits.  Without  discussing  the 
basic  purpose  of  social  security  and  the 
extent  to  which  it  should  contribute  to 
the  support  of  a  beneficiary,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  say  that  it  has  not  kept  pace  with 
the  rising  cost  of  living,  and  this  is  not 
the  fault  of  the  beneficiaries.  They  are 
simply  victims  of  a  fanatic  devotion  to  a 
Government  policy  of  deficit  financing 
and  huge  spending  programs. 

Time  and  again  we  on  the  minority 
side  have  warned  that  this  policy  leads 
to  inflation  and  cost-of-living  increases 
which  affect  most  severely  those  on  re- 
tirement and  fixed  incomes.  The  fact 
that  this  bill  is  before  us  today  sub- 
stantiates the  proof  of  these  charges. 
Statistics  are  not  necessary  to  back  up 
these  obvious  facts.  Letters  from  con- 
stituents relating  the  difficulties  of  liv- 
ing on  retirement  programs  are  con- 
vincing enough  to  justify  this  5-percent 
increase. 

In  fact,  a  6-percent  increase  would 
have  been  more  in  keeping  with  the 
inflation  that  has  taken  place  since 
1958,  the  time  of  the  last  across-the- 
board  increase  in  benefits.  Such  a  pro- 
posal was  offered  in  committee  by  my 
distinguished  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Byrnes].  How- 
ever, some  of  the  committee  members 
were  fearful  that  a  6-percent  increase 
would  preclude  the  Senate  from  adding 
on  to  the  bill  so-called  medicare.  That 
is,  they  would  not  be  able  to  add  it  with- 
out increasing  the  financing  beyond 
reason.  Therefore,  they  killed  the  6- 
percent  increase.  I  mention  this  be- 
cause I  think  this  action  proves  beyond 
question  that  we  cannot  have  social  se- 
curity financed  medicare  and  still  do 
what  needs  to  be  done  to  perfect  the 
social  security  system,  or  even  keep  it 
current. 

Many  of  us  on  the  committee  felt  that 
social  security  coverage  ought  to  be  ex- 
tended to  all  those  age  72  and  over. 
But,  a  desire  for  medicare  prevented 
this.  Instead,  only  about  one-third  of 
the  group  will  be  aided  by  the  bill  and 
then  at  a  benefit  amount  below  the 
guaranteed  $42  per  month  others  will 
receive. 

Perhaps  we  should  have  taken  a  se- 
rious look  at  the  retirement  income 
limitation  with  a  view  toward  raising  it. 
However,  again  medicare  got  in  the 
way. 

We  must  make  a  decision.  Are  we  to 
build  and  improve  on  the  existing  social 
security  system,  or  are  we  to  stagnate 
it  and  go  the  medicare  route?  Like  the 
two  roads  the  Chairman  said  we  could 
not  travel  if  we  were  to  reduce  income 
taxes,  here  we  cannot  travel  both  roads. 
It  is  time  the  advocates  of  social  secu- 
rity financed  medicare  begin  to  realize 
this. 

While  supporting  this  increase  in  ben- 
efits, we  should  not  lose  sight  of  the 
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effect  of  the  corresponding  increase  in 
social  security  taxes.  Big  business  usu- 
ally can  find  ways  to  absorb  its  share. 
But  the  small  businessman,  whose  profits 
are  being  squeezed  by  too  many  factors 
to  discuss  here  today,  is  going  to  find  the 
going  considerably  rougher.  The  small 
independent  businessman  is  approach- 
ing the  time  when  he  simply  cannot 
meet  increasing  tax  demands  and  stay 
in  business.  Not  long  ago  he  was  led  to 
believe  he  would  enjoy  an  income  tax 
reduction.  But  this  joy  was  only  for 
today.  TomoiTOW  his  social  security  tax 
is  increased  and  he  substantially  is  back 
where  he  was  before.  He  will  have  to 
think  harder  about  raising  his  em- 
ployees' wages  and  about  hiring  that 
extra  employee  or  two  as  these  increases 
in  the  social  security  tax  rate  and  tax- 
able wage  base  must  be  added  to  his 
costs  of  doing  business. 

And  so  while  we  may  take  pride  in 
our  generosity  to  social  security  benefi- 
ciaries we  ought  to  take  a  long  look  at 
its  effect  on  the  small  businessman  be- 
fore we  make  any  further  increases. 

Section  9  of  the  bill  brings  a  new 
category  into  the  social  security  system; 
namely,  the  inclusion  of  tips.  While 
this  will  prove  beneficial  to  employees 
receiving  tips,  it  will  create  a  responsi- 
bility which  has  not  existed  heretofore 
in  requiring  employees  to  report  to  their 
employers.  This  involves  a  type  of 
bookkeeping  to  which  the  average  em- 
ployee is  not  accustomed.  I  can  imag- 
ine all  kinds  of  difficulties  arising  from 
this  new  requirement.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  Treasury  Department  could 
simplify  this  procedure  by  furnishing 
printed  forms  for  use  of  employees  in  re- 
porting tips  and  I  would  hope  that  the 
Department  gives  this  its  serious  con- 
sideration. Also,  we  must  not  overlook 
the  fact  that  employers  too  are  given  an 
additional  burden  in  that  they  must  in 
turn  report  these  tips  and  pay  the  added 
tax  which  must  be  withheld  from  the  em- 
ployee's regular  wages,  matched  by  their 
own  contribution. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree  with  the  need 
to  extend  a  child's  benefits  beyond  age  18 
and  to  lower  the  retirement  age  for  wid- 
ows to  age  60.  These  are  desirable 
changes  and  are  in  keeping  with  the 
purposes  of  social  security.  When  cou- 
pled with  changes  such  as  the  5-percent 
increase  in  benefits,  in  general  the  bill 
is  a  good  bill.  For  this  reason  I  am  sup- 
porting it  despite  certain  specific  objec- 
tions I  may  have. 

(Mrs.  BAKER  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Betts)  was  given  permission  to  extend 
her  remarks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mrs.  BAKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  last 
across-the-board  increase  in  social  se- 
curity benefits,  as  my  colleagues  know, 
occurred  in  1958.  At  that  time  the  bene- 
fits were  increased  roughly  7  percent  to 
reflect  changes  in  the  economy — mainly 
inflation. 

Since  1958  the  consumer  price  index 
has  increased  by  almost  another  7  per- 
cent. Thus,  the  prime  reason  for  in- 
creasing cash  benefits  by  5  percent  is 
that  this  and  other  Democratic  adminis- 
trations and  their  colleagues  in  Congress 
have  not  only  failed  to  burn  the  tide  of 
inflation,  but  have  added  to  it  through 


their  reckless  economic  policies.  While 
I  do  not  support  these  policies,  I  feel  that 
we  do  owe  it  to  the  social  security  bene- 
ficiaries to  increase  their  benefits.  After 
all,  it  is  not  their  fault  that  their  benefits 
have  diminished  in  value  and  buying 
power. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  I  do  have 
some  concern  about  these  added  in- 
creases in  the  social  security  tax  and  the 
increase  in  the  taxable  wage  base  from 
the  first  $4,800  of  income  to  the  first 
$5,400.  While  big  business  may  be  able 
to  absorb  this  additional  cost,  it  will  be 
exceedingly  difficult  for  the  small-  or 
medium-size  businessman  who  is  already 
feeling  the  profit  squeeze  from  other  fac- 
tors. While  business  was  given  a  tax  re- 
duction a  few  months  ago,  this  increase 
in  their  social  security  taxes  will  place 
many  of  them  back  in  the  same  position 
they  were  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
Revenue  Act  of  1964. 

I  would  urge  a  note  of  extreme  caution 
as  to  any  further  increases  in  the  social 
security  tax  or  wage  base.  In  my  opin- 
ion, we  have  gotten  it  about  as  high  as 
it  can  go  without  weakening  the  confi- 
dence of  the  public  in  the  system.  I  feel 
that  this  bill  should  serve  notice  on  the 
proponents  of  social  security  medicare 
that  if  we  are  to  enact  this  bill,  we  can- 
not and  should  not  enact  medicare. 

I  am  also  concerned  that  the  policemen 
and  firemen  were  included  under  social 
security  without  first  allowing  them  an 
opportunity  to  appear  before  the  Ways 
and  Means  Committee  to  give  their  views. 
It  seems  only  logical  that  when  we  con- 
sider bringing  a  new  group  into  the  so- 
cial security  system  that  group  should 
be  permitted  to  voice  their  opinion,  and 
it  should  be  fully  considered  and 
respected. 

With  these  and  some  other  reserva- 
tions, I  will  support  the  bill  in  that  it  will 
help  directly  some  20  million  social  se- 
curity beneficiaries. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Ohio  [Mr.  VanikL 

Mr.  VANIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  great 
deal  has  been  written  and  said  about 
meeting  through  public  assistance  the 
problems  that  health  costs  presents  for 
the  aged.  Proponents  of  this  approach 
claim  that  failures  to  provide  meaningful 
protection  or  no  protection  at  all  against 
health  costs  can  be  remedied  with  pa- 
tience. They  say,  that  in  time  all  States 
will  provide  health  protection  for  the 
medically  indigent  aged. 

However,  my  patience  wears  thin.  I 
firmly  believe  that  a  proposal  for  hos- 
pital insurance  for  the  aged  under  social 
security  is  necessary  and  must  be  en- 
acted. I  need  look  no  further  than  my 
own  State  of  Ohio  to  see  that  the  prob- 
lem cannot  be  met  through  public 
assistance. 

Ohio  has  not  enacted  legislation  to 
take  full  advantage  of  the  Kerr-Mills 
amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act 
of  1960,  which  would  have  created  a 
medical  assistance  for  the  aged — MAA — 
program  with  Federal  matching  of  50-50 
for  the  medically  indigent  aged  persons. 

Due  to  the  increased  matching  of  ven- 
dor payments  for  old-age  assistance — 
OAA — recipients,  however,  Ohio's  OAA 


program  was  able,  as  of  October  1,  1960, 
to  extend  its  health  care  program  to 
include  the  provision  of  medical  assist- 
ance to  those  older  persons  who  meet  all 
of  the  eligibility  requirements  of  the  aid 
for  the  aged  law  and  who  need  assistance 
with  their  health  care  payments  al- 
though they  have  sufficient  income  to 
meet  their  basic  requirements  for  food, 
shelter,  clothing,  and  other  maintenance 
expenses  according  to  standards  adopted 
by  the  State.  Its  increasing  utilization 
by  the  aged  attests  to  a  longstanding 
need — often  previously  denied  by  advo- 
cates of  continued  restrained  or  low 
State  support. 

Unfortunately,  the  eligibility  require- 
ments tend  toward  rigidity  and  there- 
fore leave  a  significant  number  of  the 
aged  sick  uncovered.  And,  the  law  re- 
quires that  both  the  recipient  and  his 
spouse  sign  certificates  of  lien  whenever 
they  own  an  interest  in  real  property. 
It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  many 
of  the  aged  who  are  in  all  other  respects 
eligible  for  extensive  medical  need,  refuse 
to  sign  a  lien  against  a  relatively  in- 
significant interest  in  real  estate. 

In  recognition  of  the  rigidity  of  the 
requirements  for  eligibility  under  the 
OAA  program  in  Ohio  and  in  recognition 
of  the  fact  that  liens  tend  to  discourage 
older  people  from  seeking  help,  a  bill  was 
introduced  in  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives of  the  104th  General  Assembly  of 
Ohio.  Enactment  of  the  bill  would  have 
qualified  Ohio  for  participation  in  the 
medical  assistance  program  of  the  Kerr- 
Mills  legislation.  Unfortunately  the  bill 
was  not  enacted. 

Newspaper  accounts  are  available,  in- 
dicating that  liens  on  homes  were  neces- 
sary for  the  oldsters  to  qualify  for  the 
purchase  of  spectacles  under  the  present 
"medical  only"  program  in  Ohio.  There 
are  published  accounts  of  tragic  con- 
sequences resulting  from  the  deterrents 
to  seeking  medical  aid.  Murray  Seeger, 
writing  in  the  Cleveland  Plain  Dealer 
on  June  17,  1962,  reports  of  the  plight 
of  a  diabetic  who  suffered  his  fifth  am- 
putation because  he  did  not  go  to  the 
hospital  in  time.   He  goes  on  to  relate: 

Diabetes  is  a  big  problem  with  these  peo- 
ple and  if  they  do  not  take  care  of  them- 
selves they  get  Infections,  gangerene  sets  in, 
and  they  must  have  an  amputation. 

In  answer  to  the  query,  "Why  do  not 
they — residents  of  golden  age  centers — 
take  care  of  themselves,"  it  is  said,  "they 
just  cannot  afford  it."  Most  of  our  peo- 
ple are  on  social  security  or  aid  for  the 
aged,  and  they  have  no  money  for  med- 
ical care.  They  hate  to  turn  to  their 
children  for  help,  especially  if  there  are 
grandchildren.  They  do  not  want  to  be 
a  burden  to  their  children  and  they  are 
afraid  their  hospital  bills  might  mean 
the  grandchildren  would  have  to  give  up 
something  of  great  importance  in  their 
behalf. 

The  outlook  for  passage  of  legislation 
by  my  State  to  take  advantage  of  the 
medical  assistance  portion  of  the  Kerr- 
Mills  Act  is  not  good. 

The  austerity  program  of  the  present 
State  administration  is  not  likely  to  pass 
such  legislation  as  would  obligate  the 
State  to  increase  appropriations  for 
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health  care  for  the  aged,  according  to 
the  MAA  formula,  which  has  been  said 
by  them  to  be  less  advantageous  than 
the  Federal  matching  grants  given  to  the 
OAA  "medical  only"  program.  One  esti- 
mate was  that  it  would  require  $6  mil- 
lion more  to  be  advanced  by  the  State 
each  year  in  order  to  take  advantage  of 
the  MAA  portion  and  thereby  be  required 
to  remove  some  present  eligibility  re- 
strictions. Ohio  is  neither  poor,  nor  are 
her  citizens  overtaxed.  The  Governor's 
seminar  at  Cleveland,  Ohio,  January  3, 
1982,  revealed  that  the  State  of  Ohio 
ranked  42d  in  the  amount  of  State  tax 
collections  per  $1,000  of  personal  income, 
and  at  the  same  time  ranked  43d  in 
State  expenditures  for  health  per  $1,000 
of  personal  income. 

Even  though  Ohio  is  one  of  the  11 
wealthier,  big,  industrial  States,  this  dis- 
parity in  meeting  some  of  its  health 
needs,  mental  and  aged,  leads  to  the  in- 
evitable conclusion  that  our  present  ex- 
penditures for  health  care  of  the  aged 
are  tailored  more  to  the  willingness  to 
raise  the  necessary  taxes,  than  they  are 
to  the  real  unmet  needs  of  the  aged 
population. 

Public  assistance  does  have  a  role  in 
meeting  health  needs.  But  only  through 
enactment  of  a  social  security  hospital 
insurance  plan  for  the  aged  can  truly 
meaningful  protection  against  the 
health  costs  of  the  aged  be  realized. 
Private  insurance  and  public  assistance 
would  complement  the  basic  social  secu- 
rity protection. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle- 
man from  Georgia  [Mr.  FlyntL 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  H.R.  11865 
and  the  principles  of  the  Social  Security 
Act. 

The  pending  bill  provides  an  across- 
the-board  increase  in  benefits  by  5  per- 
cent and  also  increases  the  base  on  which 
contributions  and  benefits  are  deter- 
mined. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  H.R.  11865,  the 
social  security  amendments  of  1964,  is 
to  improve  the  benefit  and  coverage 
provisions  and  the  financing  structure  of 
the  Federal  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance — OASDI — system. 

The  last  across-the-board  adjustment 
in  social  security  insurance  benefits,  and 
the  last  adjustment  in  the  amount  of 
annual  earnings  that  is  taxed  and 
credited  toward  benefits — the  contribu- 
tion and  benefit  base — were  enacted  in 
1958.  In  recognition  of  changes  in  the 
economy  since  that  time  the  bill  provides 
for  increasing  the  insurance  benefits  by 
5  percent  across  the  board  and  for  in- 
creasing the  contribution  and  benefit 
base. 

To  permit  payment  of  benefits  to  cer- 
tain aged  people  who  did  not  work  long 
enough  under  social  security  to  meet  the 
present  work  requirements  for  benefits 
payments,  the  bill  contains  a  special 
provision  reducing  the  covered  work  re- 
quirements for  aged  workers,  aged  wives, 
and  aged  widows.  Benefits  would  be 
payable  when  these  individuals  attain 
age  72. 


I  am  particularly  impressed  with  the 
provision  of  the  bill  which  helps  children 
continue  in  school,  the  bill  provides  for 
the  payment  of  a  child's  benefit  beyond 
age  18  and  up  to  age  22  if  the  child  is 
in  school  or  college. 

The  bill  increases  the  protection  now 
provided  under  the  social  security  sys- 
tem for  aged  widows.  The  bill  lowers 
the  age  at  which  they  can  first  become 
eligible  for  benefits  to  age  60  on  a  volun- 
tary and  an  act r  \rially  reduced  basis. 

A  revision  of  the  schedule  of  employer 
and  employee  contribution  rates  by  re- 
ducing the  rates  during  the  years  1966- 
70  is  provided  for,  and  the  bill  reduces 
the  self-employed  contribution  rates  for 
the  same  period. 

The  base  upon  which  benefits  and  con- 
tributions are  based  is  increased  from 
$4,800  under  existing  law  to  $5,400  under 
the  provisions  of  H.R.  11865. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  that  a  general  in- 
crease in  social  security  benefits  is  neces- 
sary at  this  time.  The  last  general  bene- 
fit increase  was  enacted  in  1958  and  was 
effective  with  benefits  payable  on  and 
after  January  1,  1959.  Since  that  time 
there  have  been  changes  in  wages,  prices 
and  other  aspects  of  the  general  economy 
and  an  increase  in  social  security  bene- 
fits is  called  for  at  this  time. 

The  provision  for  reducing  the  work 
period  requirement  for  people  who  have 
reached  72  is  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  and  its  in- 
clusion in  this  bill  is  commendable. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  H.R.  11865 
and  urge  its  passage. 

(Mr.  FLYNT  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle- 
man from  California  [Mr.  Roosevelt]. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  H.R.  11865,  the  social 
security  amendments  of  1964. 

One  of  the  most  significant  provisions 
of  the  bill  is  that  which  permits  payment 
of  children's  insurance  benefits  to  the 
age  of  22,  provided  the  child  is  a  full- 
time  student.  With  so  much  emphasis 
placed  today  on  the  need  for  higher  edu- 
cation, this  continuing  assistance  will  be 
of  immeasurable  benefit  to  the  children 
of  disabled  workers,  as  well  as  orphans, 
who  could  not  otherwise  realize  their  full 
potential  by  the  completion  of  their  edu- 
cation. Early  this  year  I  introduced  leg- 
islation to  accomplish  this  worthwhile 
purpose  (H.R.  10541),  and  I  am  particu- 
larly gratified  that  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  has  included  it  as  a  part 
of  this  package. 

An  especially  humanitarian  provision 
of  this  measure  is  that  which  permits 
widows  to  begin  receiving  reduced  bene- 
fits at  age  60,  if  they  so  choose.  We  are 
all  well  aware  of  the  difficulties  women 
face  at  this  age  in  finding  employment, 
if  they  are  fortunate  enough  to  enjoy 
sufficient  good  health  to  permit  them  to 
work.  Those  who  are  not  physically  ca- 
pable or  otherwise  qualified  for  full-time 
employment  will  find  this  aspect  of  the 
bill  will  greatly  alleviate  their  plight. 

Throughout  this  88th  Congress,  I.  have 
been  a  stanch  advocate  of  legislation  to 


provide  a  20-percent  across-the-board 
increase  in  benefit  payments,  and  in  Feb- 
ruary of  1963  I  introduced  a  bill  to  this 
effect,  H.R.  4328.  Thus,  the  increase  of 
only  5  percent  proposed  by  the  bill  now 
before  us  is  somewhat  of  a  disappoint- 
ment to  me  and  to  many  of  my  constitu- 
ents. I  have  received  a  number  of  letters 
expressing  fear  that  this  provision  of  the 
bill  may  prove  to  be  more  harmful  than 
helpful  in  the  event  this  action  precludes 
consideration  of  a  further  increase  in  the 
near  future.  Nevertheless,  on  the  theory 
that  I  would  not  want  to  deny  even  this 
small  amount  to  those  who  need  it  so 
badly,  I  intend  to  vote  for  the  bill  even 
though  it  falls  short  of  my  hopes. 

My  strongest  disappointment,  of 
course,  is  based  on  the  lack  of  provision 
for  an  adequate  hospital  insurance  pro- 
gram under  the  Social  Security  Act. 
Long  a  proponent  of  the  medicare  plan,  I 
consider  it  one  of  the  most  essential  bills 
to  be  presented  to  the  Congress  in  many 
years.  I  am  therefore  hopeful  that  the 
other  body,  when  it  considers  this  bill, 
will  see  fit  to  add  a  medicare  provision  so 
that  the  House  may  have  an  opportunity 
to  cast  its  vote  on  this  vital  issue. 

I  should  also  like  to  express  the  hope 
that  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
will  soon  give  consideration  to  further 
revisions  of  the  Social  Security  Act  which 
so  many  believe  desirable.  For  example, 
it  is  my  opinion  that  it  should  be  possi- 
ble to  substantially  increase  the  wage 
base  subject  to  social  security  tax,  per- 
haps to  at  least  twice  the  present  base, 
if  not  more,  although,  without  further 
study,  I  do  not  wish  to  suggest  a  definite 
figure.  I  recognize  this  may  be  essential 
before  other  desirable  changes  can  be 
justified. 

In  addition,  it  seems  to  me  that  some 
protection  should  be  given  to  the  em- 
ployee who  becomes  fully  covered,  often 
at  the  maximum  rate,  during  his  working 
career,  but  who  stops  working  before 
reaching  retirement  age.  This  would 
cover  the  instance  of  a  woman  who  works 
for  10  or  20  years  or  more  and  then  com- 
mences the  full-time  career  of  wife  and 
mother.  For  each  year  she  is  not  then 
employed,  and  covered,  the  benefits  to  be 
received  at  retirement  age  steadily  de- 
crease. It  may  also  be  worthwhile  to 
study  whether  Government  employees 
should  be  given  the  option  of  contribut- 
ing to  an  applicable  retirement  plan  or 
to  the  social  security  program. 

In  any  event,  I  most  heartily  approve 
of  the  expansion  and  improvement  of 
the  program  as  encompassed  in  the  bill 
now  under  debate,  and  am  pleased  to 
give  it  my  strong  endorsement. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire 
to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bowl. 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  unless  the  Congress 
follows  the  social  security  amendments 
on  which  we  are  acting  today  with  ap- 
propriate amendments  to  the  veterans 
pension  laws,  our  efforts  to  be  helpful 
to  some  of  our  retired  citizens  will  in- 
stead inflict  upon  them  a  severe  penalty. 

This  situation  will  be  brought  about 
because  the  5-percent  increase  in  social 
security  benefits  will  raise  the  income  of 
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many  individuals  so  that  they  will  suffer 
a  reduction  in  their  veterans'  pension. 
The  net  result  will  be  a  severe  cut  in 
total  income. 

For  example,  a  widow  receiving  a  Vet- 
erans' Administration  pension  is  paid 
$45  monthly  if  her  income  is  less  than 
$1,200  but  only  $25  monthly  if  her  income 
is  over  $1,200. 

One  of  my  constituents  has  written  to 
point  out  that  she  now  receives  $99 
monthly  from  social  security,  or  $1,178 
per  year.  She  receives  $45  monthly 
from  the  VA,  providing  a  total  income 
of  $1,718  per  year. 

By  granting  her  a  5 -percent  increase 
today,  we  will  raise  her  social  security 
income  about  $4  per  month  and  cut  her 
total  income  $15  per  month. 

My  constituent  can  ill  afford  to  have 
her  income  reduced  $171  per  year,  and 
certainly  it  is  not  our  intention  here 
today,  in  providing  this  increase  in  the 
meager  social  security  annuity,  to  in- 
flict any  hardship  on  any  citizen. 

Various  measures  are  pending  to  lib- 
eralize the  veterans'  pension  program. 
At  the  very  least,  I  suggest  that  some 
action  be  taken  to  assure  that  the  ef- 
fect of  this  increase  in  social  security 
benefits  will  not  be  a  reduction  in  the 
veterans'  benefit  any  individual  receives. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Collier]. 

Mr.  COLLIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  direct  my  remarks  to  a  point 
which  has  not  been  covered  specifically 
in  the  debate  thus  far.  It  is  one  raised 
by  a  restaurant  owner  and  constituent 
of  mine.  I  believe  it  does  warrant  some 
discussion  here  if  for  no  other  reason 
than  to  assist  others  in  answering  similar 
type  of  inquiry. 

The  inquiry  propounded  by  the  res- 
taurant owner  was : 

If  this  bill  is  enacted  into  law  and  I  post 
a  sign  "Positively  No  Tipping,"  am  I  then 
still  required  to  make  the  employer's  con- 
tribution on  the  tips  reported  to  me,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  I  have  forbidden  my 
customers  with  posted  notice  to  tip  my 
employees? 

In  checking  into  this  I  find  that  re- 
gardless of  the  fact  the  restaurant  posts 
such  a  sign  or  even  increases  the  salary 
of  his  waitresses  or  waiters,  as  the  case 
may  be,  he  is  still  required  to  make  this 
contribution  just  as  long  as  the  employee 
does  report  tips,  and  notwithstand- 
ing the  fact  that  such  gratuities  are  paid 
contrary  to  a  posted  public  sign  in  the 
place  of  business. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  Missouri  [Mr.  Hall]. 

(Mr.  HALL  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the 
second  day  in  a  row,  we  are  considering 
social  legislation  involving  medical  care, 
and  I  am  happy  to  say  I  am  more  favor- 
ably disposed  toward  the  measure  before 
us  today  than  that  which  we  debated 
yesterday.  I  believe  strongly  in  the 
"security"  portion,  especially  if  secured 
by  the  individual:  I  am  not  so  heartily 
for  the  "social"  part,  and  I  decry  the 
compulsory  element. 


I  want  to  commend  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  for  taking  the  respon- 
sible path  in  its  difficult  deliberations 
over  proposed  amendments  to  the  Social 
Security  Act.  By  maintaining  the  prin- 
ciple of  cash  benefits  rather  than  adopt- 
ing a  totally  new  and  dangerous  concept 
of  service  benefits  as  proposed  under 
H.R.  3920  the  King-Anderson  bill,  the 
committee  has  resisted  temptations  to 
open  a  Pandora's  box  which  would  sky- 
rocket to  unmanageable  costs.  I  think 
the  Members  should  take  cognizance  of 
the  fact  that  one  reason  we  are  consid- 
ering these  benefit  increases  is  because 
the  purchasing  power  of  the  payments 
that  were  authorized  in  1958  have  been 
depleted  through  inflation,  and  a  good 
portion  of  the  5-percent  increase  will  do 
no  more  than  compensate  for  this  loss 
of  purchasing  power.  Surely  this  is  rea- 
son for  a  more  responsible  self -discipline 
when  we  are  considering  appropriations, 
and  a  determination  that  we  can  and 
should  live  within  our  means  so  as  not  to 
penalize  those  who  five  on  fixed  incomes. 

However,  I  am  disappointed  in  one  as- 
pect of  the  bill,  and  can  only  hope  that 
the  other  body  will  again  recognize  the 
breach  of  trust  that  we  are  imposing.  I 
refer  to  the  provision  which  compels 
physicians  to  be  "incorporated"  as  self- 
employed  persons  under  the  social  secu- 
rity system.  For  many  years  an  under- 
standing existed  that  professional  groups 
such  as  dentists,  lawyers,  and  doctors 
would  not  be  forced  into  the  social  se- 
curity compulsory  tax  system  without 
their  acquiescence  as  expressed  through 
their  national  associations.  After  sev- 
eral votes,  and  then  only  by  close  mar- 
gins, dentists  and  lawyers,  through  their 
association  finally  evidenced  their  desire 
to  be  included,  and  that  certainly  was 
their  right. 

But  the  American  Medical  Association 
which  is  representative  of  the  medical 
profession  just  as,  and  in  the  same  man- 
ner that  this  House  is  representative  of 
the  electorate;  as  recently  as  a  month 
ago  in  their  annual  meeting,  went  on 
record  as  opposing  inclusion  of  physi- 
cians. Each  delegate  to  the  AMA  repre- 
sents 1,000  doctors  in  his  State  and  their 
election  takes  place  under  the  represent- 
ative process.  Their  main  reason  for  op- 
position is  simply  that  most  doctors  do 
not  retire  at  age  65,  but  continue  practice 
long  thereafter,  and  indeed  some  of  our 
finest  doctors  are  those  who  have  passed 
beyond  the  arbitrary  age  of  65,  for  which 
their  patients  are  often  eternally  grate- 
ful. The  administration's  proposal  must 
be  regarded  as  a  means  of  extracting  siz- 
able payments  from  self-employed  doc- 
tors in  order  to  subsidize  other  benefici- 
aries of  social  security.  I  think  it  is 
wrong  that,  having  evidenced  their  de- 
sire not  to  be  covered  they  should  be 
forced  to  do  so  in  spite  of  their  objec- 
tions, and  in  spite  of  prior  understand- 
ings. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  take  the  same 
action  that  they  did  several  years  ago 
and  remove  this  particular  section  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  gen- 
tleman from  New  York  [Mr.  Fino]. 


(Mr.  FINO  asked  and  was  given  per- 
mission to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks.) 

Mr.  FINO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to- 
day in  support  of  the  social  security 
amendments  of  1964.  I  cannot  say  that 
these  amendments  fulfill  all,  or  even  a 
great  part,  of  my  expectations.  Never- 
theless, I  will  vote  for  them  because  they 
offer  our  elder  citizens  some  hope  of  a 
life  which  will  be  more  than  a  struggle 
to  obtain  necessities. 

At  present,  social  security  benefits  are 
too  meager  to  give  the  aged  more  than 
a  subsistence  existence.  This  bill  will 
give  them  a  5  percent  increase  in  bene- 
fits, and  also  includes  amendments  which 
will  modernize  the  social  security  system 
in  important  ways.  I  am  pleased  to  see 
that  the  amendments  provide  that  a 
child's  benefits  may  be  continued  after 
age  18  until  age  22  if  he  or  she  is  still  in 
school.  School  is  defined  broadly,  as  it 
should  be,  to  include  high  school,  voca- 
tional school  and  college.  I  have  sug- 
gested this  improvement  for  the  past  10 
years:  it  has  always  seemed  to  me  that 
a  fatherless  child  should  not  be  pre- 
vented from  obtaining  a  decent  educa- 
tion because  there  is  no  one  to  help  him 
financially. 

I  am  also  pleased  that  coverage  will  be 
extended  to  include  self-employed  doc- 
tors and  interns.  At  present  they  are  the 
only  large  group  of  professional  people 
who  are  not  covered  by  social  security. 
This  is  contrary  to  the  philosophy  behind 
the  Social  Security  Act,  which  maintains 
that  coverage  shall  be  as  universal  as 
possible  so  that  all  will  bear  the  costs 
and  reap  the  benefits  in  the  years  when 
earnings  cease.  I  am  sure  many  doctors 
welcome  coverage  under  social  security: 
it  is  another  safeguard  that  their  retire- 
ment years  will  be  happy  ones. 

The  amendment  also  provides  for  the 
coverage,  as  wages,  of  cash  tips  received 
by  an  employee  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment. This  is  a  proposal  that  I  have 
advocated  for  a  long  time.  Usually  those 
occupations  where  tips  make  up  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  earnings  are  ones  where 
the  weekly  wage  is  low.  Therefore  ben- 
efits in  service  jobs,  based  on  a  low 
weekly  wage,  are  consequently  low  and 
seldom  are  enough  to  provide  a  decent 
life  after  retirement.  It  seems  only  fair 
that  tips,  which  often  equal  the  wage, 
be  included  in  determining  what  benefits 
will  be  payable  in  the  future. 

The  amendments  would  also  allow 
States,  at  their  option,  to  extend  cover- 
age to  include  firemen  and  policemen, 
who  are  placed  on  the  same  basis  as  other 
State  and  municipal  employees.  They 
must,  however,  be  brought  in  as  a  sepa- 
rate coverage  group  apart  from  other 
employees  in  State  or  local  retirement 
systems.  This  is  consistent  with  the 
present  provision  which  allows  other 
groups  of  State  and  local  employees  the 
option  of  coverage  under  the  system.  It 
means  that  coverage  of  policemen  and 
firemen  can  be  effectuated,  first,  if  the 
State  or  municipality  decided  that  cov- 
erage is  desirable;  and  second,  if  a  ma- 
jority of  the  group  favors  coverage  under 
existing  referendum  provisions. 

However,  I  note  here  that  this  bill  does 
not  extend  the  protection  of  social  se- 


196k 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


16701 


curity  to  employees  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. I  have  long  failed  to  see  why 
all  other  groups  should  be  brought  within 
this  universal  system  while  those  who 
serve  the  Government  directly — and  ad- 
minister the  Social  Security  Act — are  un- 
able to  benefit  from  its  provisions.  My 
bill  (H.R.  4723)  would  accomplish  this 
laudable  end  and  I  am  distressed  that 
this  is  not  included  in  the  pending  legis- 
lation. 

An  important  section  of  this  bill  would 
liberalize  eligibility  requirements  by  pro- 
viding a  basic  benefit  of  $35  at  age  72  or 
over  to  certain  persons  with  as  little  as 
three  quarters  of  coverage.  This  cover- 
age can  be  acquired  at  any  time  since  the 
beginning  of  the  program  in  1937.  Pres- 
ent law  requires  a  minimum  of  six  quar- 
ters of  coverage.  This  reform  has  long 
been  needed:  it  will  help  some  600,000 
individuals  who  at  this  time  are  entitled 
to  no  benefits,  even  though  they  may 
have  had  some  social  security  coverage. 
We  all  know  that  many  of  our  aged, 
through  no  fault  of  their  own,  are  close 
to  poverty;  so  close  that  every  penny  is 
counted  and  recounted,  and  there  can  be 
no  satisfaction  in  the  years  of  hard 
work — the  years  of  the  depression  and 
World  War  II — because  at  that  time 
their  occupations  were  not  covered  by 
social  security. 

This  bill  also  liberalizes  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  for  widows  who  need  to  retire 
before  age  62.  Widows  may  elect  to  re- 
ceive benefits  at  age  60,  but  only  with  an 
actuarial  reduction  in  the  benefit  which 
they  will  receive.  The  reduced  benefit 
will  amount  to  71  y4  percent  of  the  de- 
ceased husband's  primary  amount,  in- 
stead of  82  y>  percent  if  the  widow  waits 
until  she  reaches  age  62.  It  is  estimated 
that  180,000  widows  will  take  advantage 
of  this  provision.  Today,  these  women 
are  left  without  recourse  when  their 
husbands  die.  They  are  alone,  and  they 
have  found  great  difficulty  in  returning 
to  the  labor  market  after  a  long  absence. 
Even  if  they  have  modern  skills  many 
employers  are  reluctant  to  hire  older 
workers.  This  provision  will  give  widows 
more  flexibility  in  their  planning  and 
greater  hope  for  the  future.  I  have 
long  supported  liberalization  of  the  age 
requirements  for  widows,  and  I  am  glad 
that  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  has 
seen  the  necessity  for  change  in  this 
area.  We  are  going  in  the  right  direc- 
tion, but  I  am  not  sure  that  we  are  going 
fast  enough  toward  the  goal  of  universal, 
equitable,  and  adequate  social  security. 

I  have  urged  many  reforms  of  the 
social  security  system,  and  I  am  proud 
that  many  of  my  ideas  have  been  enacted 
into  law.  But  there  is  much  more  to  be 
done.  Our  elder  citizens  deserve  a  great 
deal:  gratitude,  adequate  insurance 
benefits,  a  system  which  is  flexible 
enough  to  cover  them  and  yet  not  so  sur- 
rounded by  redtape  that  it  is  impossible 
for  them  to  understand  its  provisions. 

For  12  years,  since  I  came  to  Congress, 
I  have  suggested  that  the  retirement  age 
should  be  lowered  to  60  for  men  and  55 
for  women.  I  have  also  introduced  a 
modification  of  this  proposal,  which 
specifies  that  when  the  President  deter- 
mines that  a  period  of  acute  unemploy- 
ment exists,  all  eligible  individuals  can 


retire  with  full  benefits  at  age  60.  This 
provision  would  relieve  the  strain  on 
the  labor  market,  and  reduce  the  poverty 
of  those  older  men  who  became  unem- 
ployed because  of  automation,  or  because 
they  lived  in  a  depressed  area. 

I  have  suggested  many  other  modifica- 
tions of  the  system,  improvements  which 
I  am  confident  will  be  adopted  in  the 
immediate  future.  We  must  recognize 
that  modern  life  calls  for  great  flexi- 
bility: change  is  everywhere,  and  often 
it  is  impossible  to  predict  what  jobs,  what 
occupations,  will  become  obsolete  within 
the  next  10  years.  This  factor  of  change 
and  steady  scientific  advancements  calls 
for  a  social  security  system  which  allows 
the  individual  much  latitude.  Some- 
times a  man  will  be  replaced  by  ma- 
chines when  he  is  60.  By  then  it  is  too 
late  to  find  another  job:  is  it  fair  to  make 
him  wait  until  age  65  to  be  guaranteed 
an  income  which  will  at  least  supply  him 
with  food? 

There  are  many  other  cases  when  a 
man  feels  compelled  to  work  beyond  age 
65.  Perhaps  he  still  has  financial  obliga- 
tions, a  young  family,  or  a  job  which  he 
cannot  leave.  The  system  penalizes  those 
who  are  physically  able  to  work  after  age 
65.  First,  it  reduces  or  cancels  benefits 
to  which  they  would  be  otherwise  en- 
titled. Second,  it  continues  to  exact 
from  them  the  social  security  tax  on 
their  wages.  I  believe  that  both  these 
penalties  should  be  eliminated.  Our 
society  is  built  upon  individual  initiative, 
upon  the  hard  work  of  people  who  ex- 
pected no  real  reward,  but  did  expect 
some  measure  of  independence  in  retire- 
ment. We  have  tried  to  liberalize  the 
earnings  test  in  order  that  a  retired 
man  might  enjoy  the  satisfaction  of  some 
sort  of  remunerative  work.  But  the 
regulations  are  so  complex,  the  limita- 
tions so  obscure,  that  it  is  often  im- 
possible for  our  senior  citizens  to  know 
what  they  can  and  cannot  do  without  re- 
ducing, or  eliminating,  their  benefits. 

Through  the  years  I  have  also  sup- 
ported coverage  of  a  small,  but  very  de- 
serving group  of  men  and  women,  such 
as  women  who  have  become  housekeep- 
ers to  close  relatives.  These  women 
become  dependent,  but  under  present 
law  they  cannot  qualify  for  dependent's 
benefits  after  they  reach  retirement. 
My  bill,  H.R.  3857,  would  provide 
monthly  insurance  benefits  for  relatives 
of  individuals  who  die  fully  insured, 
leaving  no  other  eligible  dependents,  if 
these  relatives  have  been  receiving  at 
least  one-half  of  their  support  from  him 
at  the  time  of  his  death  and  have  not 
married  since. 

There  are  many  other  changes  which 
will  be  made  in  the  years  to  come.  But 
this  present  bill,  as  other  groups  of 
amendments  in  the  past,  is  a  good  step 
forward.  Each  provision  will  give 
needed  relief  to  some  group  in  our  soci- 
ety that  deserves  it.  The  5-percent 
across-the-board  increase  in  benefits, 
which  is  not  controversial,  is  merely  a 
needed  adjustment  to  the  changed  eco- 
nomic conditions  of  today.  I  regret  that 
my  10-percent  proposal  was  not  adopted 
by  the  committee.  This  provision  will 
affect  20  million  beneficiaries :  we  will 


see  the  result  both  in  greater  happiness 
for  them  and  generated  spending  power 
which  will  help  the  economy  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend  the 
committee  for  these  amendments,  and 
urge  that  they  be  passed  with  due  speed. 
They  are  a  sign  of  the  increased  concern 
for  the  welfare  of  the  elderly,  which  we 
have  been  so  proud  to  see  develop  during 
the  past  few  years. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Fino] 
has  expired. 

Mr.  DULSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  today 
the  House  considers  H.R.  11865  which 
will  provide  a  5-percent  across-the-board 
increase  in  social  security  benefit  pay- 
ments for  about  20  million  people.  This 
bill  will  also  provide  limited  benefits 
of  $35  monthly  for  600,000  additional 
retired  persons  who  have  some  social 
security  coverage  but  not  enough  to  meet 
the  minimum  requirement  under  the 
present  law. 

The  last  general  increase  in  benefits 
was  enacted  in  1958.  Since  then  our  cost 
of  living  has  risen  considerably — cer- 
tainly much  more  than  5  percent. 
Therefore,  I  cannot  go  along  with  the 
niggardly  increase  approved  by  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

A  person,  who  is  now  receiving  the 
minimum  benefit  of  $40  will  receive  $42 
monthly  under  this  proposal,  or  an  in- 
crease of  $24  per  year.  Those  now  re- 
ceiving the  maximum  benefit  of  $127  a 
month  will  receive  an  increase  of  $76.80 
per  year.  How  can  we  justify  a  5-per- 
cent raise  for  this  group  of  people  when 
just  recently  we  voted  substantial  in- 
creases in  our  own  salaries,  and  for 
Federal  employees  and  also  for  the  mili- 
tary? It  just  does  not  make  good  sense. 
Even  a  10-percent  across-the-board  in- 
crease, although  far  from  sufficient, 
would  have  been  more  palatable. 

I  feel  very  strongly  that  a  greater 
increase  in  social  security  benefits  is 
needed  to  permit  these  retired  people 
to  live  as  descent  human  beings,  and  to 
take  many  of  them  out  of  an  income  level 
which  President  Johnson  has  labeled  as 
being  in  the  poverty  category.  This  is 
why  I  introduced  a  bill  earlier  this  year 
to  increase  all  of  the  monthly  social  se- 
curity benefits  by  $35.  This  would  take 
a  large  percentage  of  the  elderly  out  of 
the  poverty  level  income  group.  And  the 
financing  for  this  increase  could  be  done 
very  painlessly  by  our  taking  action  to 
reduce  the  fantastic  27  V2 -percent  oil 
depletion  allowance  which  our  Govern- 
ment so  generously  continues  for  the  rich 
oil  interests.  I  have  sponsored  legisla- 
tion to  reduce  this  depletion  rate  to  12y2 
percent.  I  have  cited  facts  and  figures 
which  leave  no  doubt  that  this  is  a  tax 
bonanza  for  the  gas  and  oil  industry  at 
the  expense  of  the  American  taxpayer. 
This  tax  loophole,  which  enables  oil  and 
natural  gas  magnates  to  roll  up  fabulous 
fortunes  while  paying  little  or  no  income 
taxes,  was  also  exposed  in  the  Senate  last 
fall,  but  the  21 Y2 -percent  rate  continues. 
If  we  effect  a  sizable  reduction  in  this 
depletion  rate,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to 
raise  the  social  security  tax  to  provide 
the  necessary  funds  for  the  increase  in 
benefits  I  have  proposed. 
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I  commend  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee for  including  in  its  proposal  an 
additional  group  of  senior  citizens  who 
will  become  entitled  to  benefits  by  low- 
ering the  eligibility  requirements. 

I  chide  the  committee  for  its  niggardly 
attitude  in  proposing  a  next-to-nothing 
increase  for  social  security  recipients — 
particularly  those  who  are  now  receiving 
the  minimum  benefit,  or  little  more. 

Under  a  closed  rule  procedure,  I  will 
have  no  choice  except  to  vote  for  the  bill 
as  reported  by  the  committee.  In  reality, 
we  will  be  voting  to  give  these  people  a 
roll  instead  of  the  full  loaf  they  not  only 
deserve,  but  need  to  live  decently. 

I  hope  that  in  the  next  session,  Con- 
gress will  take  action  to  provide  an  in- 
crease in  benefits  for  social  security  re- 
cipients which  will  be  much  more  in  line 
with  present  day  living  costs.  I  also  in- 
tend to  continue,  with  all  the  strength 
at  my  command,  to  seek  a  substantial 
reduction  in  the  oil  depletion  allowance 
rate. 

Mr.  ADDABBO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  H.R.  11865,  Social  Security 
Act  amendments  of  -1964.  While  I  sup- 
port this  bill  as  a  step  in  the  right  direc- 
tion, I  had  hoped  that  the  percentage 
increase  would  be  greater  because  the 
rise  in  the  cost  of  living  has  been  so  great 
that  large  numbers  of  people,  depending 
upon  social  security  benefits  for  a  large 
portion  of  the  day-to-day  expenses  of 
living,  are  having  great  difficulty  in 
meeting  these  expenses. 

I  am  pleased  to  note  that  the  commit- 
tee has  seen  fit  to  include  the  provisions 
of  my  bill,  H.R.  1987,  providing  for  the 
payment  of  a  child's  OASDI  benefits  un- 
til the  child  reaches  age  22,  provided  the 
child  is  attending  school — including  a 
vocational  school  or  college — as  a  full- 
time  student  after  he  reaches  age  18. 

The  lowering  of  the  eligibility  age 
limit  of  widow's  from  62  to  60  years  is 
long  overdue.  Many  women  widowed  in 
their  late  fifties  and  early  sixties  need  to 
augment  their  income  and  find  most  jobs 
closed  to  them  because  of  their  age.  I 
regret  that  the  commitee  has  included 
an  actuarial  reduction  of  five-ninths  of 
1  percent  for  each  month  in  which  the 
benefit  was  paid  before  age  62,  and  I 
hope  that  later  consideration  will  make 
it  possible  to  eliminate  this  reduction 
factor. 

The  liberalization  of  eligibility  require- 
ments for  certain  aged  people  who  do  not 
meet  the  work  requirements  in  present 
law  deserves  our  support.  It  is  estimated 
that  600,000  aged  persons  not  now 
eligible  for  benefits  will  now  become 
eligible  for  limited  amounts. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  reiterate  my  support 
for  the  bill  before  us,  but  I  urge  the  com- 
mittee to  continue  its  studies  as  further 
liberalizations  are  in  order. 

Mr.  STAEBLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
a  very  few  weeks  the  record  of  the  88th 
Congress  will  be  closed.  Between  now 
and  then,  our  actions  will  determine 
whether  we  will  be  known  as  the  Con- 
gress that  slammed  the  door  on  the  Na- 
tion's elderly,  or  the  Congress  that  met 
one  of  the  pressing  needs  of  our  time. 

The  decision  is  ours. 

Some  of  us  may  take  comfort  in  the 
fact  that  we  amended  the  Social  Security 


Act  to  give  an  average  monthly  increase 
to  our  elderly  of  $4.  But  I  for  one  do 
not. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  social 
security  pensions  are  barely  adequate 
for  those  retired  men  and  women  who 
are  enjoying  relatively  good  health.  But 
for  those  who  are  sick  and  bedridden, 
there  is  no  security  at  all. 

The  average  national  income  for  sin- 
gle persons  over  65  is  about  $20  a  week. 
And  hospital  costs  have  risen  to  an  awe- 
some average  of  nearly  $40  a  day. 

This  problem  has  been  studied  and  re- 
studied,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  inescap- 
able conclusion  is  that  hospital  care 
through  social  security  is  the  only  real- 
istic solution.  And  yet  once  again  this 
year  our  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
has  failed  to  give  us  an  opportunity  to 
vote  on  this  logical  extension  of  our 
social  security  system.  A  provision  to 
provide  hospital  insurance  for  our  el- 
derly should  have  been  part  of  the  pack- 
age we  are  voting  on  today  under  a 
closed  rule. 

I  say  we  can  postpone  action  no 
longer.  I  say  the  Congress  must  act 
at  once  to  right  this  serious  injustice  to 
our  senior  citizens  and  give  them,  in  the 
words  of  the  late  President  Kennedy, 
"security  in  sickness  as  well  as  in  health." 

I  want  to  express  my  support  for  the 
social  security  amendments  of  1964. 
The  provisions  we  vote  on  today  are  all 
vital  steps  which  we  must  take  to  improve 
on  the  cornerstone  of  our  social  security 
structure  laid  down  30  years  ago. 

I  am  thoroughly  convinced  that  the 
American  worker  wants  to  earn  and  pay 
for  the  protection  he  needs  to  take  care 
of  problems  after  his  working  life.  He 
is  not  only  willing,  but  anxious,  to  con- 
tribute with  his  employer,  so  that  an 
insurance  fund  can  be  available;  so  that 
it  is  something  he  has  paid  for  and  is 
entitled  to  have.  This  is  the  American 
way — to  put  aside  for  a  rainy  day. 

But  despite  our  efforts  to  continually 
improve  on  our  social  security  system, 
there  is  a  terrible  gap — a  gap  which  this 
Congress  must  fill.  It  is  a  sad  commen- 
tary on  our  ability  to  keep  abreast  of 
public  opinion  that  we  have  not  yet  been 
given  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  a  social 
security-financed  hospital  insurance  bill. 

Many  elderly  people  cannot  buy  hos- 
pitalization in  any  form.  They  have  all 
they  can  do  to  provide  themselves  with 
food,  clothing,  and  shelter,  with  nothing 
left  over  to  buy  even  limited  health  pro- 
tection. 

Mr.  ROSTENKOWSKI.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, as  a  nation  we  have  made  a  be- 
ginning in  the  fight  to  secure  adequate 
medical  services  for  the  aged.  Under  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  we  provide  medical 
services  for  those  who  are  forced  to  rely 
on  welfare.  But  it  is  important  to  re- 
member that  welfare  medical  assistance 
helps  older  people  get  health  care  only  if 
they  first  accept  poverty  and  then  accept 
charity. 

As  a  nation,  we  have  an  obligation  to 
provide  for  those  who  cannot  provide  for 
themselves.  But  we  also  have  an  obli- 
gation to  those  millions  of  Americans 
who  live  in  modest,  adequate  circum- 
stances— but  adequate  only  so  long  as 
they  suffer  no  serious  illness.   It  is  no 


exaggeration  to  say  that  today  most  older 
Americans  live  under  the  shadow  of  the 
fear  that  a  serious  illness  will  wipe  out 
the  savings  of  a  lifetime  and  reduce  them 
to  poverty. 

This  fear  is  entirely  justified.  It  is  a 
fact  that  some  30  percent  of  the  social 
security  beneficiaries  going  on  the  old- 
age  assistance  rolls  do  so  because  of 
health  costs.  In  my  State,  Illinois,  more 
than  40  percent  of  our  senior  citizens  are 
forced  on  the  relief  rolls  for  medical 
reasons.  Somehow,  and  in  some  way, 
and  despite  apparent  financial  inability, 
in  Illinois — and  this  is  true  in  other 
States  as  well — our  older  people  manage 
themselves  independently  until  at  an  ad- 
vanced age  illness  and  the  costs  there- 
from force  them  on  the  relief  rolls.  It  is 
anomalous  that  once  on  relief,  full  medi- 
cal care  and  hospital  care  is  provided  en- 
tirely at  the  taxpayers'  expense,  while 
those  who  maintain  their  independent 
life,  but  are  equally  in  need,  are  denied 
this  care.  We  should  not  use  as  a  basis 
for  securing  adequate  health  care  for  the 
aged  a  system  which  penalizes  independ- 
ence and  encourages  dependency.  We 
should  instead  use  the  system  which  en- 
courages independence  and  has  as  one  of 
its  principal  objectives  the  prevention  of 
indigency — the  social  security  system. 
We  have  more  than  the  right  to  do  this, 
we  have  the  duty.  Raymond  M.  Hilliard, 
director  of  the  Cook  County  Department 
of  Public  Aid,  stated  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means: 

Long  ago,  It  was  accepted  that  the  indi- 
vidual had  the  right  to  the  help  of  society 
when  he  suffers  through  no  fault  of  his  own. 
But  in  this  particular  case  we  are  not  faced 
simply  with  the  right  of  these  senior  citi- 
zens. Many  of  them  have  fulfilled  their 
duty  to  society.  They  have  raised  their  fam- 
ilies and  added  to  the  productivity  of  this 
Nation.  It  is  their  right,  but  it  is  also  our 
duty. 

I  join  President  Johnson  in  urging  this 
Congress  to  enact  a  proposal  which  will 
provide  a  systematic  approach  to  meet  a 
need  that  is  common  to  practically  all 
the  aged  and  that  can  be  met  only 
through  Government  action.  This  ap- 
proach would  use  the  going  social  secu- 
rity system.  For  over  a  quarter  of  a  cen- 
tury that  system  has  proved  effective  in 
providing  income  for  our  older  people. 
It  can  be  just  as  effective  in  providing 
protection  against  health  costs  in  old  age. 

I  believe  this  country  will  adopt  the 
same  approach  to  solving  the  community 
problem  aged  health  costs  represent  that 
it  has  followed  in  meeting  other  major 
social  and  economic  problems  now  met 
through  social  security.  I  believe  under 
such  an  approach  that  the  Government 
and  private  enterprise  will  perform  those 
activities  for  which  each  is  most  appro- 
priately equipped.  Hospital  insurance 
for  the  aged  provided  through  social 
security  would  be  the  basic  program;  pri- 
vate enterprise  would  play  an  important 
role  in  providing  supplementary  protec- 
tion; and  Government  public  assistance 
programs  would  fill  the  few  remaining 
needs. 

Mr.  MONAGAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
is  gratifying  that  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  has  seen  fit  to  report 
out  favorably  H.R.  11865.    This  bill  pro- 
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vides  for  improvements  on  the  social  se- 
curity program  which  are  indeed  wel- 
come.   I  favor  its  adoption. 

The  major  provision,  I  believe,  is  the 
5-percent  across-the-board  increase  in 
benefit  payments.  Most  of  the  20  mil- 
lion beneficiaries  affected  by  this  bill 
are  able  only  through  the  strictest  econ- 
omizing to  carry  on.  These  are  the 
people  hardest  hit  by  the  rising  costs  of 
living.  The  increase  provided  in  this 
bill  Ls  modest  enough  for  retired  families 
whose  economic  status  is  frequently 
minimal. 

Another  important  section  of  H.R. 
11865  provides  payment  of  children's 
insurance  benefits  until  age  22,  provided 
that  the  child  is  a  full-time  student. 
The  present  cutoff  age  is  18.  Such  a 
change  would  particularly  assist  widows 
who  are  trying  to  educate  their  chil- 
dren. The  crying  need  for  higher  edu- 
cation in  today's  increasingly  complex 
and  technological  society  has  been  em- 
phasized again  and  again  and  cannot 
be  denied. 

The  bill  would  allow  widows  to  receive 
reduced  benefits  at  age  60,  as  an  alter- 
nate to  full  benefits  at  62.  The  advan- 
tages of  this  allowance  to  those  who  are 
in  financial  straits  are  self-evident. 

Ever  since  the  Social  Security  Act  be- 
came law,  under  President  Franklin  D. 
Roosevelt,  Congress  has  periodically  ad- 
justed its  provisions  in  response  to 
changing  social  conditions.  The  pro- 
posed legislation  reflects  just  such  an  ef- 
fort to  meet  current  demands  placed 
upon  individuals  by  our  system.  The 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  has 
studied  the  needs,  and  its  recommenda- 
tions are  appropriate. 

The  social  security  system  has  pro- 
vided one  of  the  great  built-in  hedges 
against  depression  as  recent  experience 
has  shown.  For  this  reason  it  is  a  valu- 
able economic  support  as  well  as  a  means 
of  spreading  reasonable  social  benefits 
to  deserving  members  of  the  community. 
I  therefore  urge  passage  of  H.R.  11865. 

Mr.  FULTON  of  Tennessee.  Mr. 
Chairman,  let  me  add  my  firm  and 
wholehearted  support  of  H.R.  11865,  the 
social  security  amendments  for  1964. 

It  is  proper  that  Congress  continues  to 
revise  this  program,  now  an  accepted 
part  of  the  American  tradition,  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  sixties.  The  long-over- 
due 5  percent  across-the-board  increase 
in  benefits  will  further  assist  those  de- 
serving and  too  often  forgotten  Ameri- 
cans to  meet  the  increased  costs  of  a 
higher  national  standard  of  living.  It 
will  help  to  reduce  the  disproportion  be- 
tween their  preretirement  salaries  and 
the  amount  of  benefits  following  retire- 
ment. 

On  May  20,  1964,  I  introduced  H.R. 
11280,  a  bill  to  strengthen  the  social  se- 
curity program.  I  am  proud  that  the 
Ways  and  Means  Committee  has  incor- 
porated several  of  my  provisions  into  the 
current  bill. 

Both  bills  include  a  provision  which 
extends  payment  of  children's  insurance 
benefits  from  age  18  until  age  22,  pro- 
vided the  child  is  attending  school  as  a 
full-time  student.  This  provision  recog- 
nizes that  the  length  of  educational 
training  generally  extends  beyond  18 


years  of  age  with  the  increased  need  for 
specialized,  more  technical  skills.  It  fur- 
ther takes  into  account  that  on  the  aver- 
age, 60  percent  of  the  college  costs  come 
from  family  contributions.  It  is  esti- 
mated that  275,000  children  will  bene- 
fit. 

Under  this  bill,  widows  may  now  take 
the  option  to  receive  reduced  benefits  at 
age  60,  rather  than  at  age  62.  It  is  esti- 
mated that  180,000  widows  will  adopt 
this  option.  I  have  consistently  favored 
increased  benefits  to  this  group.  In  my 
own  bill,  disabled  widows  were  eligible 
for  benefits  within  a  5 -year  period  of 
her  husband's  death. 

To  finance  these  and  other  benefits, 
both  my  bill  and  H.R.  11865  provide  that 
the  earnings  base  on  which  taxes  are 
levied  and  benefits  paid  will  be  increased 
from  the  first  $4,800  to  $5,400.  This  will 
allow  the  increased  benefits  to  be  paid 
while  improving  the  actuarial  soundness 
of  the  system. 

It  is  my  hope  that  in  the  89th  Con- 
gress, provisions  will  be  made  to  allow 
those  who  wish  to  continue  work  past 
retirement  age  of  65  to  earn  $1,800  a 
year  without  losing  social  security  bene- 
fits, rather  than  the  current  ceiling  on 
outside  earnings  of  $1,200.  A  forced  re- 
tirement age  of  65  not  only  creates  finan- 
cial hardship  for  many,  but  also  often 
destroys  the  individual's  sense  of  use- 
fulness, stability,  and  personal  worth. 

The  present  bill  before  this  body,  with 
the  provisions  already  mentioned  and  the 
other  key  titles,  goes  far  in  further  as- 
sisting our  elderly  citizens.  I  am  happy 
to  support  wholeheartedly  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Mrs.  HANSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  join 
many  of  my  colleagues  today  in  express- 
ing a  deep  and  sincere  regret  that  the 
committee  has  not  yet  offered  a  real  solu- 
tion to  financing  the  high  health  costs 
of  our  aged. 

I  noted  only  last  week  an  excellent  re- 
port by  the  Subcommittee  on  Health  of 
the  Elderly  which  was  made  to  the  Spe- 
cial Senate  Committee  on  Aging.  After 
examining  the  extent  and  quality  of  ex- 
isting coverage  for  the  aged,  that  sub- 
committee concluded  that  a  program  of 
health  insurance  under  social  security 
was  the  only  genuine  solution  to  finan- 
cing the  high  costs. 

However,  a  minority  on  the  subcom- 
mittee reported  no  such  agreement.  In 
fact,  the  minority  said  that  one  cannot 
assume  that  a  retired  couple  with  an 
annual  income  of  $2,000  is  in  serious 
financial  straits,  or  is  incapable  of  buy- 
ing health  insurance.  Of  course,  some 
aged  couples  can  live  on  low  retirement 
incomes  of  $2,000,  but  certainly  not 
"handsomely"  as  the  minority  group  al- 
leges. But  individual  cases  cannot  re- 
verse the  facts  and  must  not  be  allowed 
to  cloud  the  need  for  hospital  insurance 
for  the  aged  under  social  security  or  a 
compromise  combination  if  necessary. 

One  measure  of  need  is  the  recent 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  budget  for 
a  retired  couple  in  reasonably  good  health 
keeping  house  alon  in  a  rented  dwelling 
in  one  of  20  large  cities.  The  cost  in  late 
1959  averaged  about  $3,000.  Even  after 
lowering  the  budget  by,  say,  $300  to  allow 
for  the  30-percent  housing  costs  that 


homeowners  might  save,  it  is  beyond  the 
means  of  a  very  substantial  proportion 
of  the  aged  couples  and  much  higher 
than  the  $2,000  figure  cited  by  the  minor- 
ity. In  the  same  year,  half  of  all  aged 
couples  living  alone  had  less  than  $2,670 
annual  income.  Furthermore,  relatively 
few  with  incomes  below  the  budget  level 
would  have  sufficient  savings  to  make  up 
the  continuing  deficit. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  budgets 
do  not  allow  for  an  automobile  or  simi- 
lar luxuries  and  the  total  allowed  for 
medical  care  costs  is  only  enough  to  pay 
abut  two-thirds  of  the  health  insurance 
premiums  of  the  State-65  plans.  Fur- 
thermore, the  budgets  make  no  apparent 
allowance  for  the  increased  services  an 
aged  couple  often  need  for  help  with 
heavy  work  around  the  house. 

Standards  of  need  vary  from  State  to 
State  partly  because  some  States  are  fi- 
nancially able  to  provide  considerably 
more  generous  assistance  than  others. 
An  overall  standard  of  need  might  be  a 
standard  below  that  of  the  10  percent  of 
the  States  with  the  more  generous  stand- 
ards. Persons  with  resources  below  this 
level  of  basic  need  might  be  considered 
as  financially  unable  to  take  care  of 
themselves.  The  published  OAA  subsist- 
ence standards  do  not  allow  for  medical 
care  costs — except  for  small  amounts  for 
medicine-chest  items — so  that  it  is  nec- 
essary to  add  an  allowance  for  medical 
care  to  determine  a  level  of  total  need. 
Based  on  State  OAA  subsistence  stand- 
ards for  1961,  the  estimated  standard  of 
subsistence  for  aged  people — below 
standards  of  the  top  10  percent  of  the 
States  but  including  an  allowance  for 
medical  care  costs — are  about  $1,675  per 
year  for  an  individual  and  $2,690  for  a 
couple,  a  figure  well  above  the  $2,000 
the  minority  of  the  subcommittee  cited. 

What  can  people  buy  on  a  subsistence 
standard  such  as  the  one  suggested?  It 
would  allow  an  elderly  couple  rent  of  $56 
per  month.  The  allowance  for  food  is 
only  slightly  over  $1  per  person  per  day. 
Under  the  clothing  allowance  the  hus- 
band could  buy  a  new  coat  perhaps  every 
8-10  years,  a  new  pair  of  pajamas  every 
6  years,  a  pair  of  woolen  socks  every  2  or 
3  years,  and  other  necessities  even  less 
often. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  served  many  years  in 
the  legislature  of  my  own  State  and  no 
one  realizes  better  than  I  the  problems 
encountered  in  the  programs  for  the  de- 
cent care  of  our  elderly.  The  State  of 
Washington  developed  an  excellent  pro- 
gram, however,  many  other  States  do  not 
have  these.  Therefore,  it  is  my  feeling 
and  I  am  sure  it  is  the  feeling  of  many 
legislators  that  the  States  with  good  pro- 
grams engender  a  certain  amount  of 
competitiveness  for  citizenship  by  the 
elderly  in  those  States  with  adequate 
and  fine  programs,  which  eventually  be- 
comes a  rather  critical  burden  upon  the 
taxpayers  of  any  one  State. 

We,  with  our  rather  limited  tax  base 
in  the  State  of  Washington,  have  noted 
many  times  this  situation.  We  do  not 
resent  the  citizenship  of  the  elderly  in 
our  State ;  we  only  regret  inability  to  care 
for  a  national  problem  on  a  State  tax 
base. 
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It  is  very  well  for  many  to  shrug  and 
say  the  children,  of  course,  can  take  care 
of  all  their  parent's  needs.  However, 
a  tragic  factor  underneath — one  that  is 
seldom  spoken — many  parents  hestitate 
before  asking  help.  They  often  go  with- 
out needed  care  rather  than  feel  them- 
selves a  burden  upon  their  children. 
Particularly  is  this  true  if  there  are 
young  people  in  the  third  generation  of 
the  family  who  are  in  college  or  ready  for 
college.  Often  the  cost  of  a  serious  hos- 
pital illness  is  the  cost  of  a  young  per- 
son's education. 

All  civilized,  loving,  decent  people  try 
to  care  for  their  parents  and  want  to  as- 
sist their  children.  The  problem  is  their 
budget — it  does  not  stretch.  This  is  an 
ever-growing  factor  beneath  some  of 
today's  real  tragedies. 

There  is  another  problem.  In  days 
gone  by,  houses  were  larger  and  it  was 
easy  to  house  the  elderly  who  became  ill. 
Now  it  is  difficult  under  normal  average 
living  conditions  in  small  houses  or 
apartments.  It  is  also  difficult  in  some 
areas  to  secure  home  nursing  help.  Par- 
ticularly is  this  true  in  many  small  towns 
or  smaller  cities. 

Some  of  the  sad  details  involving  these 
problems  are  almost  difficult  to  discuss 
because  of  the  deep  and  basic  dignities 
concerned.  It  is  this  concern  that  I 
share  today  with  my  colleagues  who  have 
spoken.  It  is  this  need  for  us  to  recog- 
nize in  full  measure  the  human  dignities 
and  I  trust  most  sincerely  that  we  begin 
to  move  toward  a  program  of  good  hos- 
pital or  nursing  care  and  hospital 
insurance. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  necessary  to  use 
combinations  of  programs;  perhaps  it 
will  be  necessary  to  utilize  a  special  fund 
within  the  social  security  fund  for  sta- 
bility; but,  I  do  think  that  such  limita- 
tions as  the  Pauper's  oath  is  long  out- 
moded. 

The  situations  and  needs  of  our  elderly 
are  here  today.  They  demand  a  solu- 
tion. 

Mr.  MINISH.  Mr.  Chairman,  though 
I  appeal  today  for  support  of  my  col- 
leagues for  the  social  security  amend- 
ments in  1964 — the  sum  total  of  these 
improvements  is  insignificant  when 
measured  against  the  real  needs  of  our 
elderly.  The  5-percent  increase  in  bene- 
fits is  shockingly  inadequate  in  the  face 
of  the  plight  of  most  beneficiaries.  The 
stark  fact  is  that  one-half  the  aged  cou- 
ples have  less  than  $2,800  in  annual  in- 
come and  little  in  the  way  of  assets.  The 
average  aged  person  living  alone  now 
has  an  income  of  not  much  over  $1,200 
a  year.  How  can  it  be  seriously  proposed 
that  5 -percent  increase  in  inadequate 
benefits  will  meet  the  economic  needs 
of  the  retired  citizens  of  the  greatest 
Nation  in  the  world.  This  increase  does 
not  even  meet  the  rise  in  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing since  the  1959  adjustment  in  bene- 
fits, much  less  enable  older  people  to 
purchase  urgently  needed  hospital  in- 
surance. The  committee  report  con- 
cedes that  for  the  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  social  security  beneficiaries — 
disabled  and  aged  retired  workers,  aged 
wives  and  widows,  and  orphaned  chil- 
dren and  their  widowed  mothers — these 
benefits  are  the  major  source  of  support, 


if  not  indeed  the  only  source.  Congress 
recognized  the  high  cost  of  living  in  the 
recent  congressional  pay  increase  legis- 
lation. How  can  we  face  the  aged,  the 
disabled,  and  the  widows  and  orphans  of 
the  Nation  with  a  paltry  5 -percent  in- 
crease that  means  they  must  continue  to 
endure  a  marginal  or  submarginal  level 
of  living? 

Social  legislation  fails  of  its  purpose 
and  becomes  a  mockery  of  its  objectives 
if  it  does  not  change  with  changing  social 
and  economic  conditions.  It  is  tragic 
that  countless  men  and  women  who  have 
been  industrious  and  hard  working  all 
their  productive  years  must  have  their 
years  of  leisure  clouded  by  financial 
worries.  The  social  security  system  for 
more  than  a  quarter  of  a  century  has 
served  the  Nation  well.  It  must  be 
strengthened  and  improved  so  that  bene- 
ficiaries will  have  sufficient  income  to 
enable  them  to  live  in  health  and 
decency. 

The  failure  of  the  committee  to  include 
the  medicare  bill  in  the  pending  bill  is 
another  shattering  blow  to  our  retired 
citizens  who  face  the  grave  problem  of 
meeting  their  health  needs  on  incomes 
distressingly  inadequate  for  them  while 
blessed  with  good  health.  Our  older  peo- 
ple live  in  constant  dread  of  a  serious 
illness  which  will  drain  their  meager 
resources.  They  are  haunted  by  the 
knowledge  that  9  out  of  10  people  who 
reach  age  65  will  be  hospitalized  at  least 
once  before  they  die;  2  out  of  3  will  be 
hospitalized  two  or  more  times. 

It  has  been  more  than  3  years  since 
our  late,  beloved  President  Kennedy  first 
asked  Congress  to  amend  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  to  provide  hospital  care  for 
our  elderly.  And  today  we  are  no  closer 
to  realizing  that  goal.  About  the  best  we 
can  do  is  to  vote  a  $4  monthly  increase 
in  pension  benefits — enough,  perhaps  to 
fill  the  first  prescription  of  a  routine 
illness. 

Frankly,  I  am  ashamed  to  have  to  face 
my  constituents  and  tell  them  that  Con- 
gress has  failed  to  act  on  this  vital  meas- 
ure— for  the  fourth  year  in  a  row.  I  am 
ashamed  to  say  that  we  have  failed  those 
millions  of  citizens  who  are  counting  so 
desperately  on  our  compassion. 

There  are,  in  the  United  States  today, 
more  than  18  million  men  and  women 
over  65  years  of  age.  Sixteen  million  of 
these  citizens  will  be  hospitalized  at  least 
once  in  the  years  ahead:  many  of  them 
oftener.  The  cost  of  such  hospitaliza- 
tion? About  $40  a  day. 

It  does  not  take  much  imagination  to 
understand  the  almost  impossible  hard- 
ship a  serious  illness  can  place  on  a 
citizen  who  is  living  on  a  modest  pension. 
Many  of  them  are  left  destitute.  Those 
are  among  the  more  fortunate  ones.  The 
less  fortunate  ones  do  not  even  go  in  for 
treatment. 

As  I  stated  when  I  addressed  the  House 
on  this  grave  problem  on  July  1,  we  are 
faced  with  three  choices  in  meeting  the 
medical  care  needs  of  our  retired  citi- 
zens. We  can  continue  to  ignore  it;  or 
we  can  subject  our  older  citizens  to  the 
humiliation  of  public  charity  and  the 
means  test;  or,  thirdly,  we  can  adopt  the 
sensible  and  practical  medicare  plan. 
Sooner  or  later  we  will  admit  that  there 


is  no  satisfactory  alternative  to  the 
medicare  plan  and  my  hope  is  that  we 
will  act  before  too  many  more  families 
must  bear  an  unwarranted,  unpredictable 
and  often  unmanageable  burden  in  pay- 
ing the  costs  of  diseases  of  advancing 
age.  Therefore,  I  call  upon  my  col- 
leagues to  make  one  great  and  final  effort 
in  the  waning  days  of  the  88th  Congress 
to  amend  the  Social  Security  Act  and 
correct  this  inequity  by  approving  the 
medicare  program. 

Mr.  KARTH.  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
this  Nation  enacted  its  unique  social 
security  system  nearly  30  years  ago,  it 
was  a  far-reaching  decision  of  national 
policy. 

It  was  a  decision  which  was  to  have 
an  effect  in  many  ways  upon  the  coun- 
try. It  had,  for  example,  a  profound 
effect  upon  the  fiscal  and  economic  pol- 
icies of  our  country.  Social  security  pay- 
ments have  come  to  be  looked  upon  as 
an  extremely  important  stabilizer  of  na- 
tional incomes,  moderating  the  booms 
and  easing  the  depressions. 

With  this  decision,  America  decided 
on  the  preventive  approach  to  economic 
well-being.  Our  social  insurance  seeks 
to  prevent  poverty  from  arising  while 
relief  measures,  such  as  public  assist- 
ance, deal  with  poverty  after  it  has  be- 
come effective. 

The  alternative  of  waiting  for  poverty 
to  become  a'  fact  and  then  seeking  to 
treat  it  would  have  meant  this  great 
Nation  accepting  for  all  time  a  vast  army 
of  the  aged  living  on  a  dole  or  in  abject 
poverty. 

We  introduced  our  system  of  com- 
pulsory insurance  so  that  people  while 
working,  and  their  employers,  could  con- 
tribute to  funds  from  which  modest  but 
assured  payments  would  be  made  to 
them,  without  a  means  test,  when  they 
were  no  longer  working,  so  that  the  great 
numbers  of  them  should  never  reach  a 
state  of  destitution. 

It  was  a  deliberate  and  momentous 
decision  and  few  Americans  today  would 
care  to  reverse  the  choice  made  in  1935. 
Yet  our  people  understand  that  their 
social  security  contributions  are  buying 
but  a  basic  measure  of  financial  security 
in  old  age,  a  basic  measure  of  protection 
in  case  of  total  disability,  and  a  modest 
security  for  their  family  should  they  die 
prematurely. 

More  than  anything,  our  social  secu- 
rity system  is  popular  with  the  American 
people  because  the  benefits  which  will 
accrue  to  them  are  theirs  as  a  matter 
of  right  and  do  not  depend  on  public 
charity. 

Most  Americans  who  have  retired  re- 
cently, and  nearly  all  who  retire  in  the 
future,  can  look  forward  to  a  small  but 
assured  income  for  the  rest  of  their  days. 
This  assurance  they  have  helped  to  pay 
for.  Even  if  they  have  paid  at  bargain 
rates,  as  many  of  them  have,  they  have 
paid  and  their  benefits  are  theirs  by 
right. 

And,  if  you  view  the  problem  as  one 
of  preventing  poverty,  you  will  see  how 
important  it  is  that  Congress  enact  all 
necessary  improvements  to  our  social 
security  system  if  this  system  is  to  con- 
tinue to  serve  its  basic  economic  purpose. 
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The  social  security  amendments  of 
1964,  reported  to  the  House  as  H.R.  11865, 
include  vital  provisions  aimed  at  improv- 
ing cash  benefits  and  eligibility  to  our 
social  security  system  so  that  older 
Americans — who  currently  represent 
more  than  one-third  of  those  regarded 
as  living  in  poverty — may  find  them- 
selves a  little  better  off  in  the  difficult 
years  of  their  retirement. 

I  sayj  only  "a  little  better  off" — be- 
cause in  truth  the  one  glaring  omission 
from  our  social  insurance  system — is 
making  a  mockery  of  even  the  modest 
security  which  it  was  designed  to  bring  to 
our  aged.  Until  this  Congress  can  enact 
a  logical  extension  to  our  social  insur- 
ance system  to  provide  America's  older 
people  with  prepaid,  paid-up,  noncan- 
cellable  hospital  insurance,  we  are  con- 
demning millions  of  elderly  Americans  to 
retirement  years  of  gnawing  fear. 

Our  elderly  people  must  be  protected 
against  the  staggering  costs  of  hospital- 
ization which  can  drain  away  their  life 
savings. 

We  must  not  force  decent,  proud 
Americans  onto  public  relief  rolls  because 
of  spiraling  health  care  costs  beyond 
their  control. 

We  must  not  permit  those  forces  which 
fought  and  lost  the  battle  against  social 
security  30  years  ago,  to  continue  to  sty- 
mie the  social  progress  of  this  great 
Nation. 

People  over  65  simply  have  too  much 
medical  expense  and  too  little  income  to 
meet  it.  With  the  kind  of  excellent  care 
available  today,  our  older  people  should 
be  able  to  go  to  the  hospital  when  they 
need  to,  and  not  to  neglect  their  health 
because  of  limited  income. 

I  deeply  regret  that  I  am  being  denied 
an  opportunity  today  to  vote  on  such  an 
amendment  to  the  social  security  law. 
It  is  most  unfortunate  that  the  House 
committee  could  not  include  a  social 
security-financed  hospital  insurance  pro- 
vision with  the  bill  now  being  debated.  I 
know  my  constituents  support  the  pro- 
posed legislation  popularly  known  as 
medicare  by  a  large  majority. 

I  believe  that  enactment  of  this  bill 
to  provide  hospital  insurance  through 
social  security  is  in  the  mainstream  of 
the  earnest  desires  of  the  American  peo- 
ple, regardless  of  political  affiliation. 

The  young  and  the  middle  aged  know 
that  we  are  not  doing  the  best  for  our 
older  people  that  this  great  Nation  can 
afford.  Old  age  is  one  social  condition 
all  of  us  who  live  long  enough  will  expe- 
rience^— and  it  is  not  merely  our  older 
constituents  who  are  dismayed  by  Con- 
gress seeming  inability  to  act  on  medi- 
care. 

Mr.  GILBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
pleased  to  cast  my  vote-in  favor  of  the 
bill  under  consideration,  H.R.  11865,  the 
social  security  amendments  of  1964. 

The  assistance  provided  to  our  senior 
citizens  by  this  bill  is  long  overdue;  ever- 
increasing  living  costs  and  high  taxes 
impose  grave  hardships;  many  cannot 
afford  enough  to  eat,  much  less  other 
vital  necessities;  their  existence  is  tragic 
and  they  are  suffering  deprivations 
which  no  persons  in  this  rich  land  of  ours 
should  be  called  upon  to  endure.  The 
5  percent  across-the-board  Increase  in 


benefit  payments  for  the  20  million  pres- 
ent beneficiaries  and  for  all  future  bene- 
ficiaries will  be  some  help,  at  least,  to 
those  completely  dependent  upon  so- 
cial security  payments  for  their  living 
costs. 

In  addition,  this  bill  contains  many 
other  helpful  provisions.  Many  individ- 
uals aged  72  and  over,  have  some  social 
security  coverage,  but  not  enough  to 
meet  the  minimum  required  by  existing 
law;  some  600,000  new  beneficiaries  in 
this  category  will  now  be  entitled  to  re- 
ceive limited  social  security  benefits. 

Education  for  our  youth  must  be  of 
primary  concern  to  us,  for  the  future  of 
our  Nation  depends  upon  our  young  peo- 
ple and  their  training  and  ability  to  be- 
come leaders  in  the  preservation  of  our 
country  and  in  the  cause  of  democracy. 
They  will  determine  the  progress  we 
make  in  all  fields,  and  if  we  are  to  main- 
tain our  position  of  strength  in  the 
world's  family  of  nations,  they  must  be 
equipped  for  the  burden.  Many  young 
people  are  denied  educational  opportu- 
nities because  of  lack  of  funds.  This  bill 
provides  for  payment  of  children's  in- 
surance benefits  until  age  22  provided 
the  ch  Id  is  attending  school  as  a  full- 
time  student;  under  present  law,  pay- 
ments stop  when  the  child  reaches  the 
age  of  18.  It  is  anticipated  that  about 
275,000  children  will  benefit.  Another 
provision  helps  widows;  under  the  new 
law  they  will  have  the  option  to  begin 
receiving  reduced  benefits  at  age  60 
rather  than  full  benefits  at  age  62. 

The  bill  requires  waiters,  cabdrivers, 
and  other  employees  who  receive  tips  to 
count  such  tips  toward  their  earnings 
for  computing  social  security  benefits.  I 
have  received  many  requests  for  approval 
of  such  legislation,  and  I  introduced  a 
bill  to  assist  those  who  have  been  called 
upon  to  pay  income  taxes  on  their  en- 
tire income,  including  tips,  but  who  have 
been  denied  social  security  benefits  on 
the  full  amount,  as  they  have  been  pro- 
hibited from  including  tips  in  their  earn- 
ings for  computing  social  security  bene- 
fits. I  am  pleased  that  the  inequity  in 
the  existing  law  will  be  eliminated. 

I  heartily  approve  of  all  the  provisions 
of  this  bill  and  recognize  that  it  will  be 
a  great  boon  to  all  our  senior  citizens 
and  to  future  beneficiaries.  However,  I 
am  gravely  and  keenly  disappointed  that 
the  bill  contains  no  provisions  whatever 
for  medical  aid  or  hospital  care  for  our 
senior  citizens  under  the  social  security 
program.  It  is  inconceivable  to  me  that 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
having  heard  voluminous  testimony 
proving  the  deplorable  lack  of  necessary 
medical  aid  suffered  by  our  senior  citi- 
zens, could  continue  to  ignore  this  seri- 
ous problem  and  refuse  to  give  the  House 
of  Representatives  an  opportunity  to 
vote  on  the  question.  This  is  a  grievous 
blow  to  all  our  elderly  people  who  live  in 
constant  fear  of  medical  and  hospital 
expenses  which  will  pauperize  not  only 
them  but  their  children.  Having  intro- 
duced bills  providing  for  such  medical 
aid  ever  since  coming  to  Congress,  I  have 
been  looking  forward  to  voting  for  such 
legislation,  and  hoped  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  do  so  during  this  session  of 
Congress. 


The  report  by  the  Subcommittee  on 
Health  of  the  Elderly  to  the  Special 
Committee  on  Aging,  U.S.  Senate,  made 
in  July  of  this  year,  shows  that  private 
health  insurance  is  unable  to  provide  the 
large  majority  of  our  18  million  older 
Americans  with  adequate  hospital  pro- 
tection at  reasonable  premium  cost. 
The  report  was  made  after  many  months 
of  intensive  study  and  careful  investiga- 
tion. We  find  that  only  one  in  four 
older  people  holds  adequate  hospital  in- 
surance; that  although  in  the  past,  Blue 
Cross  has  come  closest  to  providing  ade- 
quate hospital  insurance  for  the  aged, 
the  older  Blue  Cross  subscriber  is  now 
being  subjected  to  double-barreled  pres- 
sure. His  benefits  are  being  cut,  and  his 
premium  charges  are  being  increased 
with  painful  regularity.  The  best  of  the 
commercial  health  insurance  plans  are 
so  expensive  that  they  are  beyond  the 
reach  of  most  elderly  persons.  The 
committee  emphatically  stated  that  pri- 
vate health  insurance,  with  respect  to 
the  aged,  is  losing  ground,  not  making 
progress.  The  elderly  who  now  hold 
private  health  insurance  are  having  in- 
creasing difficulty  keeping  even  an  inade- 
quate level  of  protection.  This  means 
that  increasing  numbers  of  our  older 
people  are  confronted  with  financial 
catastrophe  when  serious  illness  strikes, 
and  when  their  meager  savings  are  ex- 
hausted, the  heavy  burden  falls  upon 
their  children  who  in  most  cases  cannot 
afford  to  help.  The  Kerr-Mills  program 
has  proved  to  be  grossly  inadequate  and 
unfair  to  our  senior  citizens. 

It  is  clear  from  all  the  evidence  and 
reports  before  us  that  enactment  of  a 
program  of  hospital  insurance  financed 
through  social  security  is  the  logical  and 
most  reasonable  course  for  us  to  follow. 
I  maintain  that  this  Congress  has  the  re- 
sponsibility and  the  obligation  to  take 
favorable  action  without  further  delay 
so  that  our  senior  citizens  may  have  ade- 
quate hospital  protection  under  the  so- 
cial security  program. 

Although  we  are  prevented  from  vot- 
ing for  such  aid  under  the  bill  before  us 
today,  it  is  my  earnest  hope  that  the 
other  body  will  take  corrective  action 
and  include  the  medicare  program 
through  social  security  in  this  bill  when 
it  is  considered  there. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  lend  my  strong  support  to  the 
social  security  amendments  of  1964. 

The  adjustments  provided  for  in  these 
amendments  are  highly  justified,  being 
designed  to  meet  those  needs  arising  from 
increases  in  the  cost  of  living. 

These  amendments  are  designed  to 
mold  the  social  security  program  into 
an  effective  instrument  of  security  for 
our  senior  citizens.  In  this  respect,  I 
would  like  to  mention  that  toward  the 
end  of  enhancing  the  position  of  social 
security  beneficiaries,  I  have  introduced 
legislation  that  would  permit  these  bene- 
ficiaries to  double  the  amount  they  can 
earn  before  taking  any  reduction  in  so- 
cial security  benefits.  My  bill  would,  in 
short,  permit  one  under  the  social  se- 
curity program  to  earn  $200  before  tak- 
ing any  cutback  in  benefits — presently 
such  a  person  can  earn  only  $100  before 
the  reductions  become  effective. 
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It  is  also  important  to  note,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  the  adjustments  effected  by 
these  amendments  rest  on  a  sound  finan- 
cial base.  Earnings  up  to  $5,400  will  be 
taxed  beginning  in  1965,  instead  of  the 
present  limit  of  $4,800.  Over  a  7-year 
period,  contributions  will  be  raised  from 
the  present  5.4  percent  for  self-em- 
ployed persons  to  7.2  percent,  and  for 
employers  and  employees  to  4.8  percent 
each. 

I  earnestly  hope  this  legislation  re- 
ceives the  approval  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Indiana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, there  is  not  a  single  Member  of 
Congress  unmindful  of  the  difficulties 
that  go  along  with  trying  to  make  ends 
meet  on  a  monthly  social  security  check. 

Even  though  our  respective  congres- 
sional districts  differ,  with  regard  to 
size  and  physical  makeup  here  is  an  area, 
in  the  consideration  of  H.R.  11865,  where 
we  meet  on  common  ground  because  the 
problem  of  the  senior  citizen  is  not 
confined  to  any  one  boundary. 

In  our  hopes  and  aspirations  for  a  bet- 
ter life  for  all  Americans,  whether  they 
be  white  or  black,  Republicans  or  Demo- 
crats, I  say  we  must  not  turn  our  backs 
on  our  retired  citizenry;  therefore,  I 
strongly  support  the  passage  of  this  leg- 
islation. 

In  future  consideration  of  the  social 
security  question,  however,  I  am  hopeful 
the  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  will  see  fit  to  take  appropriate 
steps  to  insure  the  fiscal  soundness  of 
the  social  security  program,  so  that  fu- 
ture generations — now  paying  the  bills — 
will  be  assured  of  an  opportunity  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  social  security  program. 

Under  the  rule  of  the  House,  amend- 
ments are  not  being  considered;  there- 
fore, I  am  hopeful  the  Senate  in  their 
deliberations  on  this  measure  will  see  fit 
to  exclude  physicians  from  the  compul- 
sory requirements. 

Mr.  LINDSAY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
In  support  of  H.R.  11865,  the  social  se- 
curity amendments  of  1964,  a  bill  which 
would  increase  the  insurance  benefit  pay- 
ments under  present  law  by  5  percent  for 
all  persons  now  on  the  benefit  rolls  and 
for  all  future  beneficiaries.  The  bill 
would  benefit  roughly  20  million  persons. 

These  additional  benefits  would  be 
distributed  in  a  number  of  different  cate- 
gories. For  workers  retiring  at  age  65 
with  average  monthly  earnings  of  $400  or 
less,  monthly  payments  would  range 
from  $42  to  $133.40  as  compared  with 
$40  to  $127  under  present  law.  Further, 
an  increase  in  the  earnings  level  on  which 
both  the  tax  and  the  benefits  are  based 
would  be  increased  from  $4,800  to  $5,400. 
This  would  mean  primary  benefits  for 
some  persons  ranging  up  to  $143.40  a 
month.  Survivors  and  dependents  bene- 
fits would  also  be  proportionately  in- 
creased. 

In  the  area  of  family  benefits,  under 
this  bill  the  minimum  amount  of  monthly 
benefits  for  a  family  would  be  raised  from 
$60  to  $63  and  the  maximum  for  a  family 
would  be  increased  from  $254  to  $281.20 
at  the  $400  average  monthly  level,  which 
is  the  highest  possible  under  the  present 
$4,800  earnings  base.  Of  course,  the 
maximum  would  amount  up  to  $300  if 


the  proposed  $5,400  earnings  base  be- 
comes law. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  proposed  bill  offers 
a  number  of  other  welcome  benefits.  For 
example,  the  bill  contains  a  special  pro- 
vision reducing  covered  work  require- 
ments for  aged  workers,  aged  wives,  and 
aged  widows  who — under  the  present 
law — have  not  worked  long  enough  un- 
der social  security  to  qualify  for  benefits. 
Benefits  would  be  payable  when  these  in- 
dividuals attain  age  72,  at  which  time  a 
worker  or  widow  who  qualified  under  the 
new  provisions  would  get  a  monthly  bene- 
fit of  $35,  a  wife  $17.50. 

Also,  the  bill  proposes  a  provision  to 
help  children  stay  in  school  by  providing 
for  the  payment  of  a  child's  benefit  be- 
yond age  18  and  up  to  age  22  if  the  child 
is  in  school  or  college. 

The  bill  proposes  means  to  improve  the 
protection  now  provided  under  the  so- 
cial security  system  for  aged  widows. 
To  do  so,  the  bill  would  lower  the  age  at 
which  they  can  first  become  eligible  for 
benefits  to  age  60  on  a  voluntary  and  an 
actuarially  reduced  basis. 

The  bill  proposes  to  bring  doctors  of 
medicine  who  are  self-employed  and 
interns  under  the  program,  thus  com- 
pleting the  coverage  of  professional 
groups  and  the  self-employed. 

Finally,  and  very  important,  the  bill 
proposes  to  improve  the  protection  for 
people  in  the  service  industries  for  whom 
tips  constitute  a  substantial  source  of 
earnings.  This  bill  would  include  in  the 
definition  of  "wages"  for  the  social  secu- 
rity purposes  cash  tips  received  by  an 
employee  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, whether  received  directly  from 
customers  of  his  employer  or  through 
his  employer.  This  provision  would 
make  improved  social  security  protection 
possible  for  more  than  a  million  em- 
ployees and  their  families. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  commend 
particularly  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee for  including  this  most  deserving 
provision  in  the  proposed  social  security 
bill.  This  provision  would  accomplish 
the  broad  purposes  of  a  bill  I  introduced 
last  year — H.R.  7290 — to  require  that  the 
Government  accept  the  payment  of  a 
portion  of  "tip"  income  received  by  tip 
employees  for  social  security  purposes. 
This  would  create  equity  in  a  situation 
in  which  tips  were  taxed  by  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service,  but  were  not  considered 
wages  by  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration. I  am  gratified  to  see  that  the 
proposed  bill  seeks  to  change  this  situa- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  supporting  this 
bill,  although  it  is  not  a  perfect  bill.  I 
wish  to  point  out  several  areas  where, 
I  think,  this  measure  could  be  improved. 

For  one  thing,  the  bill  does  not  incor- 
porate a  bill  I  introduced — H.R.  8101 — 
to  make  social  security  coverage  for  U.S. 
citizens  employed  by  certain  interna- 
tional organizations  who  are  serving  in 
the  United  States  optional  instead  of 
compusory.  Nearly  700  U.S.  citizens, 
three-quarters  of  the  U.S.  citizens  em- 
ployed by  the  U.N.,  are  burdened  by  both 
a  mandatory  U.N.  social  security  system 
and  a  mandatory  U.S.  social  security 
system.  They  are  compelled  against 
their  preference  to  set  aside  more  than 


14  percent  of  their  net  income  for  both 
U.N.  and  U.S.  social  security  purposes. 
They  are  required  to  pay  for  more  pro- 
tection than  they  need.  My  bill  would 
have  made  participation  in  the  U.S.  so- 
cial security  program  by  these  employees 
nonmandatory. 

In  addition,  I  would  like  to  have  seen 
the  social  security  bill  include  an  ad- 
justment of  the  so-called  "earning  ceil- 
ing," to  the  extent  overall  cost  consider- 
ations would  permit,  to  enable  older  per- 
sons to  earn  more  income  without  loss 
of  social  security  benefits. 

Finally,  I  am  disappointed  to  see  that 
this  measure  does  not  propose  to  finance 
a  program  of  hospital  and  nursing  home 
insurance  for  older  persons.  We  must 
not  forget  that  some  40  percent  of  all 
social  security  beneficiary  couples  have 
less  than  $2,500  in  total  annual  income. 
In  fact,  40  percent  of  the  persons  over 
65  are  not  covered  under  any  form  of 
private  insurance.  That  is  why  I  have 
introduced  legislation  to  provide  volun- 
tary health  insurance  coverage  for  older 
persons.  After  enactment  of  a  program 
of  hospital  and  nursing  home  insurance 
for  the  aged,  such  as  I  have  suggested, 
private  health  insurance  would  serve 
those  persons  over  65  who  exercise  the 
private  option  and  would  continue  to 
provide  essential  coverage  of  doctors' 
fees  and  other  health  services  for  older 
persons.  In  the  years  ahead  Congress 
is  going  to  have  to  recognize  its  responsi- 
bility to  provide  much  more  in  the  way 
of  health  care  for  the  elderly. 

Despite  these  drawbacks,  I  think  this 
is  in  most  ways  a  good  bill  and  I  am 
pleased  to  be  able  to  support  it.  Im- 
portantly, the  improvements  made  by 
the  bill  will  be  adequately  financed  and 
the  program  will  continue  to  be  self- 
supporting  on  a  sound  actuarial  basis. 
I  strongly  urge  the  passage  of  this  legis- 
lation. 

Mr.  FOREMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
very  much  concerned  over  the  proposed 
extensions  and  changes  in  our  social 
security  system  in  this  bill  H.R.  11865. 
Particularly,  I  have  received  many  let- 
ters and  other  communications  from 
members  of  the  medical  profession, 
municipal  workers  and  others  expressing 
their  objection  to  their  compulsory  cov- 
erage that  would  be  made  law  by  the 
passage  of  this  bill.  I  do  not  believe  it 
is  wise,  reasonable,  or  fair  to  force  people 
to  pay  increased  taxes  for  noncontractual 
gratuities  that  they  do  not  want.  This 
legislation,  if  enacted,  will  raise  the  taxes 
of  every  working  American.  I  am  con- 
vinced that  most  folks  are,  indeed,  look- 
ing for  a  handout — they  want  the  Gov- 
ernment's hand  out  of  their  pockets. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  unmindful 
of  the  needs  of  our  present  citizens,  but 
I  am  also  mindful  of  the  needs  of  our 
future  citizens.  Actuarially,  this  is  an 
unsound  program,  and  it  is  becoming 
even  more  unsound.  Social  security  is 
not  social  insurance — it  is  not  insurance 
at  all.  It  has  evolved  into  a  system  of 
compulsory  taxes  imposed  on  certain 
individuals  to  pay  noncontractual  gra- 
tuities to  other  individuals. 

Frankly,  I  am  inclined  to  favor  a 
responsible,  actuarially  sound,  social 
security  system,  but  it  must  be  strength- 
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ened — and  it  will  not  be,  if  we  con- 
tinue to  saddle  it  with  increased 
benefits,  deficits,  or  unnecessary  new 
burdens.  We  are  penalizing  every  aged 
citizen  if  we  continue  to  bankrupt  a  sys- 
tem that  is  supposed  to  protect  them. 

Social  security  is  a  system  of  basic 
protection  for  the  aged.  Most  Americans 
now  participate  in  private  pension  plans 
while  many  others  have  their  own  sav- 
ings, insurance  and  investments.  Social 
security  was  never  intended  to  replace 
voluntary  programs.  Its  prime  purpose 
is,  if  necessary,  to  supplement  them,  to 
provide  a  basic  floor  and  help  provide 
for  those  who  could  not  otherwise  pro- 
vide for  themselves.  It  can  do  this  job 
if  it  is  managed  and  operated  on  a  sound, 
responsible,  businesslike  basis,  but  I  fear 
political  considerations  are  allowing  it 
to  grow  beyond  the  job  for  which  it  was 
created.  If  allowed  to  continue  to  ex- 
pand and  grow,  and  become  even  more 
economically  unsound,  we  will  have 
reached  a  pure  socialistic  welfare  state — 
a  few  steps  at  a  time. 

As  previously  stated,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  have  received  many  communications 
in  opposition  to  proposals  in  this  bill. 
I  am  pleased  to  read  a  well-written,  rea- 
sonable letter  from  Dr.  John  M.  Smith, 
Jr.,  chairman  of  the  Council  on  Medical 
Jurisprudence,  Texas  Medical  Associa- 
tion, Austin,  Tex.,  which  states  and  very 
well  summarizes  the  opposition  to  this 
proposed  legislation. 

Texas  Medical  Association, 

Austin,  Tex.,  July  24,  1964. 
The  Honorable  Ed  Foreman, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Old  House  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Representative  Foreman  :  As  you  are 
aware,  the  House  of  Representatives  will  have 
an  opportunity  to  vote  shortly  on  H.R.  11865, 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964. 

While  we  are  grateful  that  the  medicare 
proposal  has  been  shelved  by  the  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee,  the  physicians  of  this 
State  are  concerned  about  the  amendment 
which  would  require  compulsory  participa- 
tion by  self-employed  physicians  and  in- 
terns in  the  social  security  retirement  pro- 
gram. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  H.R.  11865 
will  be  considered  by  the  House  under  the 
closed  rule  in  which  no  amendments  will  be 
permitted  from  the  floor.  We  are  aware  that 
you  may  not  have  an  opportunity  to  help 
remove  this  provision.  Nevertheless,  I  am 
taking  the  liberty  of  sharing  the  views  of  our 
9,100-member  State  association  on  this 
amendment. 

The  Texas  Medical  Association  is  firmly 
on  record  against  compulsory  inclusion  of 
physicians  in  the  social  security  system. 
The  association's  position  was  based  initially 
on  a  statewide  poll  in  1956  which  was  con- 
ducted among  the  entire  membership  of  the 
association.  Texas  physicians  expressed  op- 
position to  compulsory  coverage  by  a  10  to  1 
vote.  This  position  has  been  reiterated  al- 
most annually  by  the  association's  226-mem- 
ber  house  of  delegates  which  is  comprised 
of  representatives  of  all  county  medical 
societies  in  this  State. 

The  opposition  of  the  Texas  Medical  As- 
sociation and  the  majority  of  physicians  in 
this  State  is  based  upon  the  following  points: 

1.  Physicians  prefer  the  privilege  of  estab- 
lishing retirement  benefits  for  themselves  on 
a  voluntary  basis.  They  do  not  desire  to  par- 
ticipate in  a  compulsory  program  financed  by 
taxes. 

2.  Most  physicians  would  have  little  pros- 
pect of  receiving  social  security  retirement 


benefits  until  reaching  age  72.  Social  secu- 
rity retirement  benefits  are  limited  essen- 
tially to  those  who  retire  at  age  65  and  who 
have  earnings  of  less  than  $100  monthly. 
The  most  recent  survey  shows  that  5  of 
every  6  physicians  between  the  ages  of  65 
and  74  are  still  in  active  practice.  Thus,  they 
would  be  ineligible  for  retirement  benefits 
when  they  reach  age  65. 

3.  While  physicians  would  not  be  eligible 
for  retirement  benefits,  compulsory  partici- 
pation in  social  security  would  represent  an- 
other costly  tax  to  them.  H.R.  11865  would 
establish  the  tax  rate  for  the  self-employed 
at  5.7  percent  on  the  first  $5,400  of  income 
in  1965.  Proposed  increases  are  scheduled 
for  1966,  1967,  and  1971,  with  the  rate  for 
the  self-employed  reaching  7.2  percent  in 
1971. 

For  these  good  reasons,  the  great  majority 
of  physicians  in  your  congressional  district 
and  throughout  the  State  of  Texas  are  op- 
posed to  compulsory  participation  in  social 
security. 

We  will  be  most  grateful  if  you  will  keep 
these  views  in  mind  at  the  time  H.R.  11865, 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964,  are 
considered  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 
We  extend  our  very  best  wishes  to  you. 
Sincerely, 

John  M.  Smith,  Jr.,  M.D., 
Chairman,  Council  on  Medical 

Jurisprudence. 

Mr.  LIBONATI.  Mr.  Chairman,  H.R. 
11265  treats  with  needed  social  security 
amendments  presented  to  the  House  af- 
ter a  far-reaching  study  of  this  program 
by  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  un- 
der its  distinguished  Chairman  Wilbur 
Mills,  of  Arkansas. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  improve 
the  benefit  and  coverage  provisions  of  the 
1958  act,  together  with  the  recommen- 
dation of  improvements  in  the  financial 
structure  of  the  Federal  old-age  survi- 
vors and  disability  insurance — OASDI — 
system.  The  changes  were  primarily  a 
result  of  the  increases  in  the  basic  costs 
of  living,  together  with  other  influencing 
factors  in  a  growing  economy.  The  in- 
crease in  insurance  benefits  recom- 
mended are  a  5-percent  across-the-board 
provision.  Also  an  increase  in  contribu- 
tion and  the  benefit  base. 

The  bill  contains  a  special  provision  to 
enable  certain  aged  people  who  do  not 
presently  qualify  under  the  social  secu- 
rity work  requirement  periods  of  employ- 
ment by  reducing  the  covered  work  re- 
quirements for  these  aged  workers,  aged 
wives,  and  aged  widows.  Benefits  would 
accrue  to  these  aged  individuals  at  the 
age  72. 

Also  child  benefits  to  be  received  in  ed- 
ucation were  extended  from  18  to  22 
years  of  age. 

The  widow  participation  was  lowered 
to  the  age  of  60  on  an  actuary  and  volun- 
tary reduced  basis. 

Those  receiving  tips,  such  as  at  the 
personal  service  levels,  for  example, 
waiter,  waitresses,  busboys,  bellboys,  por- 
ters, and  so  forth,  whose  major  portions 
of  salary  are  based  on  these  contribu- 
tions, would  be,  under  this  bill,  per- 
mitted to  receive  credit  for  benefits  and 
contributions. 

A  most  important  amendment  covers 
professional  groups  and  the  self-em- 
ployed, permitting  those  self-employed 
to  join  the  social  security  program. 

There  is  a  provision  covering  police- 
men and  firemen  in  the  employ  of  bod- 
ies politic,  where  the  group  organizes  or 


is  presently  organized — by  a  majority 
vote  of  its  membership  may  qualify  to 
enter  the  system.  This  is  purely  a  per- 
missive arrangement. 

Under  present  law  that  coverage  would 
only  include  those  who  desire  to  par- 
ticipate. But  to  all  future  members  of 
the  system  social  security  would  be  com- 
pulsory. But  also  in  the  existing  law  is 
a  provision  in  the  nature  of  a  declara- 
tion of  congressional  policy  that  the  pro- 
tection afforded  rriembers  of  a  State  or 
local  government  retirement  system 
should  not  be  impaired  as  a  result  of  the 
extension  of  social  security  coverage  to 
the  members  of  the  system. 

A  delegation  representing  the  patrol- 
men of  the  city  of  Chicago,  111.,  visited 
the  Congress  last  week,  questioning  the 
advisability  of  this  provision,  feeling  that 
its  enactment  would  jeopardize  the  pres- 
ent retirement  system  for  patrolmen  and 
firemen  in  the  c^ty  of  Chicago.  The  con- 
gressional members  of  the  Illinois  dele- 
gation from  Chicago  conferred  with 
Cha;rman  Wilbur  Mills  and  the  city 
delegation  representing  the  policemen, 
M.  J.  Higgins,  and  Chicago  Patrolmen 
Association,  President  Frank  Carey,  with 
the'r  counsel,  Leon  Belinsky,  on  this 
question.  Chairman  Mills  explained 
that  the  fire  and  police  departments  in 
the  smaller  cities  and  towns  throughout 
the  various  States  were  in  need  of  this 
provision — and  especially  those  units 
whose  members  worked  at  part-time 
jobs — seeking  to  unify  the  benefits  under 
social  security,  thereby  increasing  their 
benefits,  and  questioning  the  stabilizing 
of  their  local  police  and  firemen  pension 
systems  whose  reserves  were  small  and 
represented  in  funds  weakened  financial 
guarantees  for  a  lasting  integrity  of  in- 
vestment return  to  meet  the  financial 
needs  for  pension  payments. 

He  also  stated  that  under  the  closed 
rule  no  amendment  could  be  offered  to 
affect  the  provision  covering  this  sub- 
ject matter.  Congressmen  Dawson,  Ros- 
tenkowski,  Murphy,  Finnegan,  Pucin- 
ski,  Kluczynski,  O'Hara,  Price,  Gray, 
Shipley,  and  myself — as  well  as  our  vis- 
iting officials  representing  the  patrolmen 
of  the  city  of  Chicago,  were  appreciative 
of  Chairman  Mills'  cooperation  and  dis- 
cussion of  the  question  so  important  to 
the  retirement  programs  of  our  city  af- 
fecting the  interests  of  these  worthy  and 
honored,  dedicated  men  to  the  public 
interest  and  protection. 

Arrangements  were  made  for  inter- 
views with  our  distinguished  Senators — 
Dirksen  and  Douglas — to  resolve  the 
question,  if  necessary,  through  amend- 
ment in  the  Senate  upon  its  passage  in 
the  House  of  Representatives. 

One  thing  is  certain  that  the  contrac- 
tual obligation  between  the  present  re- 
cipients under  the  present  independent 
retirement  systems  and  the  city  of  Chi- 
cago cannot  be  affected  by  any  legisla- 
tion permissive  in  nature  affecting  the 
future  action  of  individuals  or  groups 
voting  coverage  under  the  provisions  of 
this  bill — the  individual  pensioner  deter- 
mines his  own  course  and  enjoys  the 
protection  of  his  local  retirement  system 
unless  he  or  she  elects  to  join  the  others 
under  social  security  coverage. 

The  great  mayor  of  the  city  of  Chi- 
cago, Richard  Daley,  would  never  let 
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them  down — he  is  the  pensioners  friend. 
As  a  member  of  the  house  of  representa- 
tives and  the  senate  in  the  general  as- 
sembly, he  fought  in  the  front  line  for 
added  benefits  to  pensioners  in  all  retire- 
ment systems. 

The  bill  affects  40  million  individuals 
under  the  social  security  law  and  the 
increases  are  estimated  as  costing  $925 
million.  Yet  the  changes  made  in  the 
revised  schedule  of  social  security  tax- 
rates  and  the  increase  in  taxable-earn- 
ings-base result  in  improving  the  ac- 
tuarial balance  to  meet  these  obligations 
and  thus  the  system  will  continue  to 
be  self-supporting  through  the  adequate 
financing  under  this  bill.  Thus  these 
changes  will  not  affect  the  funds 
to  disturb  the  sound  actuarial  base  upon 
which  the  system  operates. 

The  committee  and  its  distinguished 
Chairman  Wilbur  Mills  are  to  be  con- 
gratulated upon  their  painstaking  ef- 
forts and  meticulous  research  in  draft- 
ing this  much-needed  legislation  for  the 
relief  of  the  masses  of  workers  and  self- 
employed  individuals  who  rely  upon  the 
integrity  of  the  Congress  and  the  Gov- 
ernment to  carry  out  their  promises  to 
the  workers  of  the  Nation  that  the  Gov- 
ernment would  keep  the  faith  in  main- 
taining an  adequate  recompense  to  them 
as  a  reward  for  their  years  of  useful 
employment,  thus  strengthening  and 
contributing  to  the  growth  of  the  econ- 
omy. We  make  good  our  promises  to 
the  aged  that  comfort  and  happiness 
would  crown  their  declining  years  with- 
out want  under  the  greatest  humani- 
tarian program  of  the  aged — social 
security. 

Mr.  MOORE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  H.R.  11865  and  compliment 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  of  the 
House  for  presenting  for  our  considera- 
tion these  much-needed  changes  in  our 
social  security  law. 

For  a  long  time  past,  I  have  attempted 
to  accomplish  many  of  the  changes 
which  are  set  forth  in  this  bill  which  we 
are  considering  today.  I  believe  it  is 
wise  to  provide  that  a  widow's  pension 
can  now  be  received  at  the  age  of  60,  and 
I  believe  there  is  also  an  abundance  of 
wisdom  in  writing  a  provision  into  the 
law  whereby  certain  individuals  not  oth- 
erwise eligible  for  social  security  benefits 
are  now  eligible.  In  addition,  the  con- 
tinuation of  social  security  payments  to 
a  family  for  the  benefit  of  a  child  where- 
by these  benefits  will  continue  until  that 
child  reaches  the  age  of  22,  provided  that 
he  remains  in  school  or  is  attending  col- 
lege, is  a  helpful  addition  to  our  general 
social  security  law. 

There  are  some  areas,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I  feel  compelled  to  express  some  dis- 
appointment. It  seems  to  me  that  a 
large  number  of  those  receiving  benefits 
under  social  security  are  receiving  only 
the  minimum  monthly  payment.  There- 
fore, when  we  provide  a  5 -percent  in- 
crease across  the  board  in  monthly  so- 
cial security  payments,  we  overlook  the 
fact  that  it  means  very  little  in  dollars 
and  cents  to  the  large  majority  of  people 
receiving  minimum  benefits,  and  con- 
versely does  provide  a  larger  increase  for 
those  who  are  receiving  the  larger 
monthly  payments.  Therefore,  in  the 
future,  I  would  hope  that  the  Ways  and 


Means  Committee  would  give  some  con- 
sideration to  making  a  larger  increase  in 
the  minimum  monthly  payment  so  that 
individuals  receiving  this  amount  would 
receive  a  larger  percentage  of  increase, 
for  upon  proper  reflection,  they  are  the 
ones  that  need  it  the  most. 

Further,  in  my  questioning  of  certain 
aspects  of  this  bill,  I  believe  the  Congress 
should  give  some  consideration  to  the 
fact  that  while  we  are  granting  a  5-per- 
cent increase  in  social  security  benefits 
that  in  doing  so,  we  are  taking  away  cer- 
tain other  benefits  to  which  individuals 
may  be  entitled.  I  am  thinking  spe- 
cifically of  the  income  limitations  that 
apply  to  the  non-service-connected  pen- 
sions that  are  paid  to  veterans  of  World 
War  I.  Actually,  these  increases  that  we 
legislate  today  will  make  so  many  of 
these  veterans  ineligible  to  receive  the 
current  monthly  pensions  that  they  are 
now  receiving  under  existing  veterans 
legislation.  Therefore,  I  feel  that  we 
should  have  some  adjustment  upwards  of 
income  limitations  in  our  veterans  law 
or  give  to  the  recipient  of  such  a  pension 
the  right  to  elect  to  receive  the  legislative 
increases  to  which  he  is  entitled  under  a 
bill  such  as  this. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  genuine  inter- 
est in  this  bill  by  the  firemen  and  police- 
men in  my  district.  It  is  rather  difficult 
to  explain  to  them  that  I  am  not  per- 
mitted to  offer  an  amendment  to  this  bill 
which  would  remove  them  from  cover- 
age in  the  social  security  program.  I 
have  been  assured  by  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  that  there  are  certain  safe- 
guards in  this  bill  that  protect  those  or- 
ganizations that  do  not  desire  to  partici- 
pate. I  feel,  therefore,  that  while  I  would 
like  very  much  to  see  these  individuals 
removed  from  the  bill  that  there  are 
sufficient  safeguards  in  this  legislation 
that  it  will  not  do  violence  to  their  ex- 
isting retirement  benefits.  I  should  say, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  even  with  these  safe- 
guards, I  am  hopeful  that  the  Senate  will 
strike  this  provision  which  applies  to 
firemen  and  policemen  and  I  shall  urge 
the  Senate  to  take  this  course  of  action. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  balance,  I  believe 
this  is  a  good  bill  that  does  improve  our 
social  security  law,  and  I,  therefore,  shall 
vote  and  support  this  legislation. 

Mr.  DON  H.  CLAUSEN.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  have  before  us  today  a  bill  re- 
garding which  our  conscience  must  be 
strong,  our  motives  true,  and  our  action 
clear.  The  bill — H.R.  11865 — which  rep- 
resents a  strengthening  in  an  area  that 
cannot  wait  for  soul  searching  or  just 
plain  vacillation.  Irresponsible  fiscal 
policies  over  the  last  decade  have  placed 
an  impossible  burden  on  our  senior  citi- 
zens through  the  built-in  inflationary 
spiral.  These  problems  come  at  a  time 
when  the  years  of  productivity  are  behind 
these  citizens,  at  a  time  when  they  can 
least  afford  it. 

The  social  security  program  was  initi- 
ated in  the  early  1930's  to  provide  a  base 
for  retirement  income.  History  has  re- 
corded that  it  is  absolutely  essential  to 
maintain  a  stable  dollar  in  order  to  min- 
imize the  erosion  of  the  purchasing  pow- 
er of  our  retired  citizens. 

We  must  work  to  improve  the  social 
security  program  so  as  to  enhance  the 
opportunity  of  coming  generations,  as 


well  as  to  enable  our  current  senior  citi- 
zens to  retire  in  dignity  and  self-respect. 
I  have  wholeheartedly  supported  the  pro- 
gram in  the  past  and  will  continue  to 
support  it  in  the  future  with  an  ever- 
watchful  eye  toward  stronger  and  more 
adequate  benefits. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
hereby  declare  my  support  of  H.R.  11865, 
which  will  increase  the  basic  social  secu- 
rity benefits  an  average  5  percent  across 
the  board,  and  pledge  to  support  proper 
and  actuarily  sound  improvements  in 
this  program  in  the  future. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  1959 
I  introduced  a  bill  to  amend  the  Social 
Security  Act,  to  provide  for  continued 
payment  of  a  child's  insurance  benefits 
after  reaching  age  18  until  the  age  of  22, 
while  the  recipient  regularly  attended 
school.  Ever  since  I  first  introduced  my 
bill,  I  have  strongly  supported  this 
change  in  the  Social  Security  Act,  based 
upon  many  cases  of  need  with  which  I 
have  personally  become  acquainted. 
These  benefits  have,  in  many  instances, 
meant  the  difference  between  attaining 
or  not  attaining  a  higher  education. 

I  am  deeply  gratified  that  the  bill  be- 
fore the  House  today  recognizes  this  need 
and  includes  my  proposal  to  continue 
child's  insurance  benefits  until  age  22  for 
those  who  regularly  attend  school.  This 
is  even  more  than  an  equitable  provision 
which  will  result  in  benefit  to  individuals. 
It  also  means  that  many  individuals  will 
be  better  prepared  to  assist,  in  meeting 
the  needs  of  society  in  general. 

Mr.  OLSEN  of  Montana.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, as  always,  I  support  every  improve- 
ment in  the  benefits  of  social  security. 
Small  as  this  improvement  is,  I  under- 
stand that  the  committee  labored  hard 
to  accomplish  even  this  much  improve- 
ment. 

This  bill  makes  much-needed  changes 
in  the  social  security  program,  but  it  is 
only  a  beginning.  Under  the  bill,  the 
average  monthly  payment  for  retired 
people  would  rise  from  $77  to  $81.  In 
view  of  the  growing  cost  of  living  and 
the  rising  standard  of  living,  the  in- 
crease of  $4  monthly  seems  insignificant. 
Our  Nation's  retired  citizens  need  and 
deserve  realistic  social  security  benefits 
which  will  enable  them  to  lead  reason- 
ably secure  and  comfortable  lives,  not 
just  to  exist  in  constant  fear  of  being 
forced  to  seek  charity. 

The  problem  is  intensified  by  the  rap- 
idly rising  cost  of  health  care,  affecting 
those — our  retired  and  our  elderly  citi- 
zens— least  able  to  meet  large,  unex- 
pected expenses.  Insurance  premiums 
required  by  private  companies  for  those 
over  65  rise  sharply,  soon  forcing  older 
people  to  drop  them.  A  report  by  the 
Senate  Subcommittee  on  Health  of  the 
Elderly  reveals  that  only  about  one- 
fourth  of  our  country's  aged  have  hos- 
pitalization insurance  which  could  be 
termed  "reasonably  adequate." 

President  Johnson  has  renewed  a  re- 
quest, made  annually  since  1961  by  Pres- 
ident Kennedy,  for  a  program  to  finance 
hospital  and  nursing  home  care  for  the 
aged  through  social  security.  That  pro- 
posal, known  as  the  King-Anderson  bill 
(H.R.  3920)  would  provide  for  an  in- 
crease of  one-fourth  of  1  percent  in  so- 
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cial  security  contributions  by  employers 
and  employees,  plus  a  raise  in  the  tax- 
able annual  income  base  from  $4,800  to 
$5,200.  The  plan  would  cost  the  em- 
ployer and  employee  25  cents  a  week 
each.  Persons  65  and  over,  not  covered 
by  social  security,  would  receive  similar 
protection  paid  from  the  regular  Federal 
budget. 

Various  National  and  State  medical  so- 
cieties, some  insurance  companies,  the 
U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  have  offered 
testimony  in  opposition  to  the  bill. 
Other  insurance  companies,  and  many 
labor  unions  and  senior  citizens'  organi- 
zations have  testified  for  the  bill.  I  am 
determined  to  support  some  improve- 
ment in  financing  hospital  and  nursing 
home  care  for  our  senior  citizens  of 
modest  means,  other  than  the  charity 
now  afforded  poverty  cases.  I  know  the 
King-Anderson  bill  has  so  far  failed  to 
get  by  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee. I  hope  there  is  a  possibility  that 
health  care  provisions  can  be  attached 
to  this  House-passed  bill  by  the  Senate, 
and  later  bring  it  to  this  House  for  ac- 
tion. 

I  again  commend  your  committee  and 
its  leadership. 

Social  security  benefits  affect  the  en- 
tire economy,  not  just  the  retired,  and 
are  of  concern  to  all  citizens.  Social 
security  payments  add  a  considerable 
sum  to  the  economy  of  my  own  State  of 
Montana,  with  a  total  of  nearly  $5  mil- 
lion being  received  monthly  by  over  70,- 
000  people  in  the  Treasure  State.  And 
this  amount  is  increasing.  Between  Jan- 
uary 1961,  and  January  1964,  the  aver- 
age amount  of  benefits  received  in  the 
17  counties  of  the  western  district  grew 
by  nearly  30  percent. 

I  say  again  that  I  am  very  happy  to 
support  this  legislation. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
pending  bill  contains  a  number  of  desir- 
able provisions  which  are  designed  to  cor- 
rect inequities  and  improve  the  social 
security  program.  There  is,  however, 
one  provision  to  which  I  am  opposed.  I 
am  referring  to  the  requirement  that  all 
self-employed  physicians  and  interns  be 
covered  by  social  security,  without  them 
having  any  discretion  or  choice. 

Since  social  security  is  designed  to  help 
those  who  need  and  request  coverage,  it 
would  seem  that  the  medical  profession 
should  be  consulted  before  they  are  in- 
cluded in  the  program.  Although  it  is 
reported  that  some  doctors  desire  to  be 
covered,  I  do  know  that  a  very  substantial 
number  are  opposed.  The  Texas  Medi- 
cal Association,  for  example,  is  firmly  on 
record  against  compulsory  inclusion  of 
physicians.  Its  position  was  based  ini- 
tially on  a  statewide  poll  in  1956  which 
was  conducted  among  the  entire  mem- 
bership of  the  association.  Texas  physi- 
cians expressed  opposition  to  compulsory 
coverage  by  a  10-to-l  vote.  This  posi- 
tion has  been  reiterated  almost  annually 
by  the  association's  226-member  house 
of  delegates  which  is  comprised  of  rep- 
resentatives of  all  county  medical 
societies  in  the  State. 

It  has  been  the  position  of  these 
physicians  that  they  prefer  the  privilege 
of  establishing  retirement  benefits  for 
themselves  on  a  voluntary  basis.  They 


oppose  a  compulsory  program  financed 
by  taxes. 

Moreover,  It  is  pointed  out  that  most 
physicians  would  have  little  prospect  of 
receiving  social  security  retirement 
benefits  until  reaching  the  age  of  72.  The 
most  recent  survey  reveals  that  five  out 
of  every  six  physicians  between  the  ages 
of  65  and  74  are  in  active  practice.  This 
would  make  them  ineligible  for  retire- 
ment benefits  when  they  reach  the  age 
of  65. 

It  is  understandable,  therefore,  why 
the  physicians  in  Texas  are  almost 
solidly  opposed  to  compulsory  inclusion 
in  the  social  security  program,  as  a  result 
of  which  they  can  hope  for  but  limited 
benefits  compared  with  their  contribu- 
tion in  taxes  to  support  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  is  before  the 
House  under  a  "closed  rule."  This  means 
that  no  one  is  allowed  to  offer  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill.  If  the  opportunity  were 
presented,  I  would  vote  to  strike  out  the 
provision  which  forces  physicians  to  be 
under  the  program.  If  a  motion  is  pre- 
sented to  recommit  the  bill  with  instruc- 
tions to  strike  out  the  compulsory 
features  which  apply  to  doctors,  I  shall 
vote  for  that.  Such  a  motion  can,  under 
House  rules,  be  offered  only  by  the  minor- 
ity party. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  bill,  H.R.  11865,  the 
social  security  amendments  of  1964. 

Many  beneficial  changes  that  will  im- 
prove the  economic  welfare  of  our  older 
citizens  and  their  families  are  contained 
in  this  bill. 

It  provides  a  5-percent  across-the- 
board  increase  in  benefits  for  the  nearly 
20  million  persons  now  on  the  social  se- 
curity benefit  rolls  and  for  all  future  ben- 
eficiaries. This  will  make  the  first  bene- 
fit increase  to  be  enacted  in  6  years, 
during  which  time  living  ocsts  in  the 
United  States,  as  reflected  in  the  con- 
sumer price  index,  have  risen  almost  7 
percent. 

Increases  of  this  nature  for  persons 
who  have  retired  in  the  past  and 
their  families  are  necessary  if  these 
beneficiaries — disabled  and  aged  re- 
tired workers,  aged  wives  and  widows, 
and  orphaned  children  and  their  wid- 
owed mothers — are  not  to  suffer  from 
the  ravages  of  inflation.  Social  se- 
curity benefits  are  the  major  source 
of  income  for  the  vast  majority  of 
these  people  and  the  only  source  for 
very  many  of  them.  We  would  be  short- 
sighted and  derelict  in  our  duty  to  these 
individuals  if  we  failed  to  make  periodic 
adjustments  in  their  benefits  to  assist 
them  in  meeting  rising  living  costs. 

The  new  benefit  table  provided  by  the 
bill  and  the  increase  in  the  earnings 
base  from  $4,800  to  $5,400  a  year  will 
result  eventually  in  raising  the  maximum 
primary  benefit  of  retired  workers  from 
the  present  $127  to  $143.40  a  month  and 
the  maximum  family  benefit  from  $254  to 
$281.20  a  month. 

Another  liberalization  made  by  the  bill 
makes  it  possible  to  pay  a  small  monthly 
benefit  to  older  workers  and  their  wives 
and  widows  who  come  close  to  but  do  not 
quite  meet  the  6  quarters  of  coverage  re- 
quirement of  the  law.  A  new  "transi- 
tional insured"  status  is  provided  where- 
by these  retired  workers  or  their  widows 


would  be  covered  under  the  system  and 
receive  a  basic  benefit  of  $35  a  month — 
with  an  additional  $17.50  for  a  wife — 
upon  reaching  age  72,  if  they  have  had 
from  3  to  5  quarters  of  coverage  depend- 
ing upon  their  age. 

Another  clause  that  I  am  pleased  to 
note  in  the  bill  allows  children  who 
are  full-time  students  in  school  or  col- 
lege to  continue  to  receive  a  child's  bene- 
fit up  to  the  age  of  22.  Under  present 
law  these  children  are  dropped  from  the 
rolls  at  age  18  and  as  a  result  they  are  all 
too  often  forced  to  drop  out  of  school  as 
well.  Both  they  and  society  in  general 
suffer  from  this  when,  as  today,  educa- 
tion is  such  a  necessary  condition  for 
employment. 

The  bill  contains  other  modifications 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  which  have 
my  support,  including  reduced  benefits 
for  widows  at  age  60. 

The  bill  has  my  complete  support  and 
I  shall  vote  for  its  enactment. 

Mr.  KNOX.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  has 
been  6  years  since  the  Congress  has 
enacted  an  across-the-board  increase  in 
cash  benefits  for  social  security  benefici- 
aries. No  one  can  deny  that  during  this 
period  we  have  seen  additional  inflation. 
Based  on  the  consumer  price  index,  the 
cost  of  living  has  increased  by  almost 
7  percent  since  1958.  This  is  why  the 
chairman  of  our  committee  is  before  you 
today  requesting  enactment  of  a  5-per- 
cent increase  in  social  security  benefits. 
There  is  no  other  reason.  It  is  as  plain 
and  simple  as  that. 

The  ironical  part  of  it  is  that  the  ma- 
jority party  has  not  only  failed  to 
arrest  this  inflation,  but  has  willfully 
contributed  to  it  through  its  polices  of 
deficit  spending.  While  I  have  done  my 
part  to  see  that  we  operate  our  Federal 
Government  in  a  fiscally  responsible 
manner  and,  therefore,  do  not  feel  re- 
sponsible for  this  inflation,  I  will  join 
with  my  other  colleagues  here  today  in 
meeting  a  responsibility  owed  to  social 
security  beneficiaries.  It  has  been 
through  no  fault  of  theirs  that  the  value 
of  their  benefits  have  been  diminished 
by  these  dangerous  economic  policies. 
Living  on  fixed  and  limited  incomes,  they 
are  truly  the  victims  of  such  policies. 

In  fact,  a  6-percent  increase  in  their 
benefits  would  go  further  toward  adjust- 
ing to  this  inflation  which  has  occurred 
since  1958.  Such  a  proposal  was  made 
in  the  committee  but  was  defeated  by 
the  Democratic  majority  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

While  the  bill  does  contain  a  provision 
to  extend  social  security  coverage  to  some 
people  age  72  and  over  who  have  less 
than  the  presently  required  quarters  of 
social  security  coverage,  it  by  no  means 
meets  the  problem. 

Since  the  84th  Congress  I  have  been 
sponsoring  legislation  which  would  ex- 
tend social  security  benefits  to  all  those 
over  age  70.  These  people  were  either 
born  too  early  or  we  acted  too  late  to 
allow  them  to  come  within  the  system. 
Although  we  have  liberalized  the  system 
over  the  years,  most  of  these  people  were 
either  too  old  to  find  employment  or  not 
capable  due  to  their  health  of  working 
the  requisite  number  of  quarters  to  re- 
ceive benefits.  Many  of  them  are  widows 
Many  of  them  are  forced  presently  to 
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rely  on  public  assistance  which  is  not 
always  adequate.  I  would  have  liked  to 
see  the  committee  do  something  for  all 
these  people.  The  bill  contains  a  most 
inadequate  provision  which  reaches  less 
than  one-third  of  this  deserving  group. 
It  is  disheartening  to  those  of  us  who 
have  tried  over  the  years  to  improve 
upon  the  existing  social  security  system 
where  there  are  blatant  inadequacies 
only  to  find  that  we  must  pass  over  these 
areas  of  need. 

In  past  Congresses,  I  have  sponsored 
legislation  to  increase  the  amount  of  out- 
side earnings  a  social  security  beneficiary 
might  earn  and  still  be  entitled  to  a  full 
benefit.  However,  the  committee  was  not 
able  to  consider  taking  any  action  in 
this  area. 

So  as  not  to  be  misunderstood  let  me 
state  that  I  fully  support  the  5-percent 
increase  in  cash  benefits  and  the  pro- 
vision which  will  entitled  some  600,000 
persons  over  age  72  to  a  reduced  benefit. 
My  point,  however,  is  that  I  feel  that  we 
could  have,  and  should  have,  gone 
further. 

I  support  the  provision  in  the  bill 
which  would  extend  the  age  up  to  which 
a  child  may  receive  benefits  from  age  18 
to  22,  if  the  child  remains  in  school  or 
college.  We  are  all  fully  aware  of  the 
importance  of  a  good  education  in  to- 
day's society.  This  provision  unquestion- 
ably will  encourage  those  children  de- 
pendent upon  retired  parents  and  those 
children  orphaned  by  the  death  of  a 
father  to  continue  with  their  education. 

I  favor  the  provision  which  would  re- 
duce the  retirement  age  for  widows  from 
the  present  age  62  to  60.  This  is  desir- 
able when  one  considers  that  in  many 
cases  the  wife  may  be  several  years 
younger  than  the  husband.  If  such  a 
wife  is  widowed  prior  to  her  reaching 
age  62,  there  may  be  a  period  during 
which  she  is  without  means  of  support  or 
her  support  is  very  limited.  While  re- 
ducing the  age  to  60  will  not  completely 
solve  this  problem,  it  will  at  least  lessen 
its  occurrence.  At  the  same  time,  in  the 
long  run  it  will  not  cost  the  system  any 
more  money  in  that  the  amount  they  will 
receive  at  this  earlier  age  will  be  reduced 
on  an  actuarial  basis. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  two  provisons 
in  this  bill  which  cause  me  some  con- 
cern. Of  course,  since  it  is  an  omnibus 
bill  and  comes  to  the  floor  under  a  closed 
rule,  I  must  accept  them  if  I  am  to  sup- 
port those  provisions  in  the  bill  which 
I  strongly  indorse.  I  will  mention  them, 
however,  in  hope  that  the  Senate  will 
have  the  wisdom  to ,  consider  them  in 
greater  detail  than  they  were  considered 
in  this  body. 

I  am  concerned  that  we  are  extend- 
ing social  security  coverage  to  policemen 
and  firemen  already  under  State  or  local 
retirement  systems  without  first  giving 
them  full  opportunity  to  be  heard  on  the 
matter.  These  groups  have  some  very 
valid  arguments  as  to  why  they  should 
not  be  covered  and  I  think  that  we 
should  have  at  least  given  them  the  op- 
portunity to  make  their  case.  I  will  not 
go  into  detail  as  to  these  arguments  as 
I  am  sure  most  of  my  colleagues  have 
heard  from  some  of  these  people.  As  a 
general  policy,  I  think  it  is  desirable  that 
whenever  we  consider  bringing  a  new 


group  within  the  social  security  system 
we  first  hear  from  that  group.  In  the 
end,  we  may  not  go  along  with  their  rea- 
soning, but  at  least  they  will  have  had 
the  opportunity  to  bring  it  to  our  atten- 
tion. 

The  other  matter  which  concerns  me 
is  the  inclusion  of  tips  and  gratuities  in 
determining   social   security  coverage. 
My  colleagues  may  recall  that  in  1958, 
this  matter  was  considered  by  the  com- 
mittee and  rejected.    At  that  time  the 
committee  could  not  come  up  with  what 
it  deemed  to  be  a  proposal  which  would 
be  workable  on  a  national  scale.  The 
committee  report  accompanying  the  1958 
Social  Security  Amendments  Act,  how- 
ever, directed  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  and  the  Depart- 
ment of  the  Treasury  to  make  a  study 
and  to  make  recommendations  to  the 
committee.    Six  years  later,  to  the  best 
of  my  knowledge,  no  study  has  been  made 
or  any  recommendations  forwarded  to 
us.    At  least,  I  can  say  that  if  such  was 
done  it  was  not  brought  to  our  attention 
in  committee  when  we  were  discussing 
the  proposal  contained  in  this  bill.  The 
proposal  in  the  bill  is  merely  the  sub- 
stance of  the  bill  introduced  by  my  col- 
league Mr.  Kkogh,  with  a  few  patches 
on  it.    Here,  while  I  cannot  say  that  the 
industries  concerned  were  not  consulted, 
I  can  question  the  method  used.  Indus- 
try representatives  were  given  from  one 
afternoon  to  the  following  morning  to 
draw  up  and  present  their  views  to  the 
committee  in  writing.    These  views  were 
then   considered  in  executive  session 
without  the  benefit  of  the  appearance  of 
these    industry    representatives.  This 
proposal,  as  presently  drawn,  will  not 
only  cause  problems  for  the  employer  but 
will  similarly  cause  problems  for  his  em- 
ployees. I  hope  that  the  other  body,  be- 
fore passing  judgment  on  this  bill,  will 
allow  the  interested  persons  ample  oppor- 
tunity to  present  their  case. 

Mr.  Chairman,  although  I  have  ex- 
pressed some  doubt  as  to  some  of  the 
specifics  of  this  bill,  I  will  support  the 
bill  because  of  its  good  features.  I  would 
urge  my  colleagues  to  do  likewise. 

Mr.  PICKLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
serious  reservations  about  this  bill.  I 
have  listened  carefully  to  our  able  chair- 
man, the  Honorable  Wilbur  Mills,  and 
the  minority  leader  on  that  committee, 
Hon.  John  Byrnes.  Certainly  the  re- 
ports and  information  have  been  pre- 
sented factually  and  fairly. 

Social  security  has  been  a  lifesaver  for 
many  millions  of  Americans.  It  is  a 
good  program.  And  I  certainly  have  no 
objections  to  the  general  5-percent  in- 
crease which  would  enable  millions  of 
poor  people  to  get  a  little  more  money. 
I  know  many  urgently  need  the  small  in- 
crease. 

But  there  are  certain  inequities  in  this 
bill  which  I  am  concerned  about.  There 
appears  the  possibility  that  veterans 
might  lose  their  pensions,  in  certain  in- 
stances, unless  accompanying  legislation 
is  immediately  passed  to  protect  them. 
The  restaurant  owners  and  cafe  owners 
will  be  required  to  make  all  reports  and 
perform  other  withholding  duties  on  all 
tips  reported  to  them.  The  restaurant 
owners  of  my  State  are  trying  their  best 
to  work  out  a  fair  and  equitable  solution 
and  they  need  more  time.  I  am  advised 


that  within  a  year  they  might  come  out 
with  a  solution  that  will  be  an  answer 
to  this  matter.  If  we  require  restaurant 
owners  to  report  waitress  tips,  why  not 
the  service  station  attendants,  the  taxi 
drivers,  the  barbers,  the  ushers,  and  doz- 
ens of  similar  occupations?  While  the 
objective  of  the  reporting  of  tips  might 
be  commendable  in  order  to  enable  a 
waitress  to  show  larger  earnings  and  thus 
larger  social  security  benefits  at  a  later 
date,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  singling 
out  one  industry  instead  of  making  it  a 
uniform  requirement. 

Also,  the  doctors  in  my  district  would 
prefer  to  have  social  security  on  a  volun- 
tary basis.  I  would  like  to  see  them  have 
that  right.  And  there  is  a  real  possibility 
that  this  legislation  might  be  the  vehicle 
onto  which  the  other  house  would  attach 
some  kind  of  medical  care  program  un- 
der the  social  security  law. 

And,  there  will  be  a  time  when  we  will 
be  called  upon  to  raise  our  payroll  tax 
against  employers,  and  there  will  be  great 
gnashing  of  teeth  that  it  will  be  an  emer- 
gency matter.  We  ought  to  watch  this 
tax  closely  because  it  might  someday  get 
entirely  out  of  bounds.  We  had  better 
wait  for  that  rainy  day. 

While  I  would  like  to  see  the  people 
who  deserve  this  small  increase  get  a 
little  more  money,  I  think  it  would  be 
best  to  have  a  bill  before  us  today  which 
gives  this  raise — and  not  have  thrown  in 
the  bill  a  dozen  other  provisions  which 
make  it  too  much  of  a  catchall  measure 
for  me. 

Mr.  PEPPER.  Mr.  Chairman,  last  No- 
vember I  appeared  before  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  to  urge  that  a  program 
of  hospital  insurance  for  the  aged  be 
added  to  social  security.  Today,  7 
months  later,  I  have  to  express  my  great 
disappointment  that  the  bill  reported  by 
the  committee  does  not  provide  such  a 
program. 

No  one  can  fail  but  be  deeply  disturbed 
over  the  disastrous  effects  of  the  big 
health  costs  which  our  older  citizens  are 
only  too  often  called  upon  to  bear  out  of 
reduced  incomes  and  limited  assets. 
Most  older  Americans  can  neither  pay 
the  costs  of  their  illness  nor  afford  the 
premiums  that  are  charged  for  adequate 
protection  under  private  insurance. 
Thus,  we  find  that  even  those  older 
Americans  who  are  financially  independ- 
ent are  haunted  by  the  certain  knowl- 
edge that  a  serious  illness  can  wipe  out 
a  lifetime  accumulation  of  savings, 
threaten  the  ownership  of  a  home,  place 
heavy  financial  burdens  on  their  chil- 
dren, or,  finally,  after  a  lifetime  of  in- 
dependence, force  them  to  resort  to  pub- 
lic charity. 

Now,  public  charity,  which  is  exem- 
plified by  the  Kerr-Mills  program  of 
medical  assistance  for  the  aged,  leaves 
much  to  be  desired  as  a  basis  for  pro- 
viding health  care  for  the  aged.  I  can 
speak  only  for  the  MAA  program  in  my 
own  State  of  Florida,  but,  gentlemen,  re- 
gardless of  what  the  medical  profession 
may  say  about  the  great  things  that  can 
be  done  by  MAA,  that  program  is  a  minor 
step  in  the  march  toward  an  adequate 
and  fair  method  of  helping  the  aged  to 
meet  the  heavy  financial  costs  of  their 
health  care.  As  an  example  of  the  defi- 
ciencies of  a  welfare  program  in  provid- 
ing help,  I  will  use  my  own  State's  MAA 
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program.  In  Florida  these  are  the  re- 
quirements that  must  be  met  before  an 
aged  person  can  get  help  because  of  a 
serious  illness:  He  must  not  have  an 
annual  income  of  over  $1,200  and  cannot 
have  liquid  assets  in  excess  of  $1,000 — 
including  the  cash  value  of  any  life  in- 
surance over  $750.  This  means  that  a 
person  having  an  income  of  $24  or  more 
a  week  will  not  be  eligible  for  assistance 
under  the  program.  Where  he  is  sup- 
posed to  turn  for  assistance,  I  do  not 
know. 

What  are  the  services  this  person  can 
expect  to  receive  once  he  has  proved  that 
he  is  poverty-stricken  and  cannot  pay  for 
the  health  care  he  needs?  Hospital  care 
is  limited  to  30  days  a  year  for  acute  ill- 
ness or  injury  only.  Home  nursing  care 
is  provided  but  is  limited  to  the  first  30 
days  after  discharge  from  the  hospital. 
No  provision  is  made  for  nursing  home 
care,  whether  or  not  such  care  is  con- 
sidered essential  in  the  treatment  of  the 
patient.  In  my  State  of  Florida  for  the 
month  of  May  this  year,  which  is  the 
latest  month  for  which  data  are  avail- 
able, less  than  1  aged  person  out  of 
1,000  received  help  from  the  MAA  pro- 
gram. Had  the  social  security  hospital 
insurance  program  been  in  effect,  vir- 
tually all  of  the  aged  persons  living  in  my 
State  could  have  been  eligible  for  hos- 
pital care  when  they  needed  it. 

The  social  security  method  gives  us 
the  means  to  assist  our  older  citizens  to 
live  out  their  days  in  independence  and 
self-reliance.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe 
that  if  it  is  sound  and  desirable  to  have 
cash  social  security  benefits  available 
when  a  citizen  passes  a  certain  age  and 
wishes  to  retire — and  benefits  toward 
which  he  has  made  contributions  over 
his  working  years — then  I  say  that  the 
extension  of  that  program  to  provide  for 
a  fund  which  would  provide  hospital  in- 
surance for  this  person  when  he  reaches 
the  age  of  eligibility  is  just  as  desirable 
and  just  as  sound. 

Mr.  DONOHUE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
most  sincerely  hope  that  the  Members  of 
this  House  will,  with  unanimous  voice, 
sanction  the  further  improvements  in 
the  benefit  and  coverage  provisions  and 
the  financing  structure  of  our  social  se- 
curity system,  as -recommended  in  this 
bill  before  us,  H.R.  11865. 

Although  the  improvements  contained 
in  this  measure  are  not  as  liberal  or  ex- 
pansive as  a  great  many  of  us  had  hoped 
they  would  be,  the  changes  projected, 
nevertheless,  will  benefiicially  affect 
some  20  million  of  our  American  people. 
For  the  vast  majority  of  these  Americans 
social  security  benefits  are  their  major 
source  of  support  and  for  a  great  many 
they  are  the  only  source. 

As  has  been  already  technically  ex- 
plained by  the  esteemed  committee 
chairman  the  bill,  among  other  things, 
will,  in  summary,  provide  a  5-percent 
across-the-board  increase  in  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  benefits;  an 
eventual  increase  of  family  maximum 
benefit  to  $300  and  the  maximum  indivi- 
dual benefit  to  $143.40;  a  continuation  of 
a  child's  insurance  benefit  past  the  age  of 
18  and  up  to  the  age  of  22  if  the  child 
remains  in  school;  an  election  for  wid- 
ows to  retire,  with  reduced  benefit,  at 
the  age  of  60;  a  special  provision  under 
which  payment  of  benefits  would  be  per- 


mitted, at  age  72,  to  certain  of  our  older 
people  who  did  not  work  long  enough 
under  social  security  to  meet  the  current 
work  requirements  for  eligibility. 

These  proposed  changes  in  the  present 
system,  with  other  coverage  expansion 
provisions,  are  all  in  accord  with  past 
policies  of  the  Congress  and  add  im- 
provements that  are  financially  sound 
and  economically  imperative.  The  in- 
creases and  improvements  are  adequate- 
ly underwritten  by  the  small  addition 
to  the  contribution  rates  and  insure  that 
our  system  of  social  security  continues 
in  actuarial  integrity. 

There  can  be  no  question,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, but  what  the  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  the  American  taxpayers  ap- 
prove and  urge  the  continuation  and  rea- 
sonable expansion  of  our  social  security 
system  in  accord  with  the  economical 
trends  of  this  nuclear  age. 

This  measure  offers  us  the  opportunity 
to  carry  out  the  desires  and  instructions 
of  our  people  to  move  forward  toward 
further  reasonable  adjustment  of  this 
program  in  line  with  the  economical 
standards  under  which  we  live. 

May  I  say  it  offers  us,  also,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, an  opportunity  to  demonstrate  to 
our  American  taxpayers  and  fellow  cit- 
izens that,  while  we  may  have  earnest 
interest  in  the  rehabilitation  of  peoples 
in  foreign  lands  our  primary  concern  and 
obligation  is  and  ought  to  be  for  our  own 
people  who  are  still  making  tremendous 
sacrifices  for  the  promotion  of  peace  and 
progress  throughout  a  tense  world. 

Mr.  RYAN  of  New  York.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  urge  support  for  the  bill  (H.R. 
11865)  which  makes  important  improve- 
ments in  our  social  security  system.  As 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  has 
stated,  it  makes  the  first  across-the- 
board  increase  in  social  security  benefits 
since  1958  in  recognition  of  the  changes 
in  the  economy  since  that  time.  During 
this  period  per  capita  disposable  personal 
income — the  spendable  money  after 
taxes — has  increased  from  $1,825  to 
$2,200,  an  increase  of  20  percent.  And 
the  cost  of  living,  while  holding  the  line 
much  better  than  was  the  case  in  the 
1950's,  has  increased  about  8  percent. 

The  bill  we  are  considering,  in  provid- 
ing a  5 -percent  across-the-board  increase 
is  a  modest  proposal.  An  increase  of  at 
least  10  percent  would  still  give  our  older 
men  and  women  only  half  as  much  as 
the  average  increase  for  the  rest  of  our 
population. 

But  I  realize  that  considerations  in 
social  security  matters  must  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  the  social  security 
tax  on  workers  to  support  an  increase 
represents  a  reduction  in  take-home  pay 
as  well,  and  that  we  must  keep  the  sys- 
tem actuarially  sound.  Nevertheless,  the 
5 -percent  increase  in  the  bill  ie  a  welcome 
updating  of  a  system  which  has  come  to 
mean  so  much  to  all  Americans  in  their 
late  years. 

In  the  almost  tnree  decades  of  its  ex- 
istence, the  social  security  system  has 
become  an  important  factor  not  only  to 
the  individuals  whom  it  benefits  but  also 
to  our  whole  economy.  Robert  Lamp- 
man,  the  well-known  economist  at  the 
University  of  Wisconsin,  has  stated  that 
three  factors  contributing  to  the  prob- 
lems of  poverty  during  the  past  5  years 
were  a  sluggish  growth  in  the  economy, 


high  unemployment,  and  a  slower  gain 
in  the  payments  made  directly  to  the  low 
income  groups  from  social  security  and 
other  channels  of  transferring  income. 
In  his  view,  if  social  security  payments 
were  doubled,  5  million  aged  persons 
could  be  removed  at  once  from  the  pov- 
erty rolls  at  a  yearly  cost  of  $6  billion. 
His  hypothesis  emphasizes  the  very  im- 
portant role  the  social  security  system 
can  play  in  keeping  our  economy  dy- 
namic. This  point  is  further  illustrated 
by  the  fact  that,  today,  over  20  million 
Americans — most  of  them  in  low  income 
groups  because  they  are  over  65 — are  now 
receiving  social  security  checks  each 
month. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  proposal  before  us 
today  makes  other  significant  changes  in 
the  social  security  plan  which  call  for  its 
prompt  enactment.  I  am  pleased  to  see 
that  it  incorporates  the  concept  con- 
tained in  my  bill,  H.R.  1969,  which  per- 
mits the  continuation  of  children's  bene- 
fits beyond  age  18  if  they  are  attending 
school.  I  concur  entirely  with  the  words 
of  the  committee's  report  on  this  im- 
provement. They  read : 

A  child  who  cannot  look  to  a  father  for 
support  (because  he  has  died  or  is  retired) 
is  at  a  disadvantage  in  completing  his  edu- 
cation in  comparison  with  the  child  who  still 
has  his  father  to  depend  on.  Not  only  may 
the  child  be  prevented  from  going  to  college 
by  loss  of  parental  support  and  loss  of  his 
benefits;  he  may  even  be  prevented  from 
finishing  high  school  or  going  to  a  vocational 
school.  With  many  employers  requiring 
more  than  a  high  school  education  as  a  con- 
dition for  employment,  education  beyond  the 
high  school  level  has  become  almost  a  neces- 
sity in  preparing  for  work. 

Your  committee,  then,  believes  it  is  now 
appropriate  and  desirable  to  provide  social 
security  benefits  for  children  who  are  full- 
time  students  between  the  ages  of  18  and 
22  and  most  of  whom  will  have  suffered  a 
loss  of  parental  support. 

I  am  also  particularly  pleased  to  see 
that  the  bill  before  us  incorporates  an- 
other proposal  which  is  long  past  due  as 
a  feature  of  our  social  security  system — 
namely,  the  inclusion  of  tips  and  gra- 
tuities as  taxable  social  security  income. 
I  have  fought  for  this  since  my  election 
to  Congress,  and  my  bill,  H.R.  3569,  pro- 
vides such  coverage.  It  must  be  clear  to 
all  of  us  that,  by  excluding  tips  and  gra- 
tuities the  amount  of  the  average 
monthly  wage  for  millions  of  people  is 
reduced — and  this  is  the  figure  which  de- 
termines the  amount  of  the  monthly 
benefit.  On  the  average,  as  the  commit- 
tee report  points  out,  about  one-third  of 
the  work  income  of  these  employees  is  in 
the  form  of  tips  and,  for  many,  tips  con- 
stitute the  major  source  of  earnings.  In- 
deed, the  amount  of  tips  received  by  em- 
ployees who  regularly  receive  them  is 
estimated  at  more  than  $1  billion  a  year. 
But  under  present  law,  this  $1  billion  of 
earned  income  cannot  be  counted  as  in- 
come for  social  security  purposes. 

Under  the  bill  the  employer  would  be 
required  to  withhold  social  security  taxes 
on  tips  reported  by  the  employee  to  him, 
within  10  days  after  the  end  of  the  month 
in  which  they  were  received.  The  em- 
ployer, who  would  be  permitted  to  gear 
these  procedures  to  his  usual  payroll 
periods,  would  pay  over  his  own  and  the 
employee's  share  of  the  tax  on  these  tips 
and  would  include  them  with  his  regu- 
lar reports  of  wages.    If  the  employee 
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does  not  report  his  tips  to  his  employer 
within  10  days  after  the  end  of  the  month 
involved,  the  employer  would  have  no 
liability.  In  such  a  case  the  employee 
alone  would  be  liable  for  the  amount 
of  the  combined  tax — employee  and  em- 
ployer. 

The  bill  also  makes  another  important 
adjustment  to  our  changing  economic 
life  in  allowing  widows  to  retire  at  age 
60,  rather  than  at  62  as  in  existing  law, 
provided  they  decide  to  accept  an  actu- 
arially reduced  benefit  to  take  account 
of  the  longer  period  over  which  they  will 
be  paid.  It  thus  takes  account  of  the 
fact  that  many  women  are  widowed 
years  after  having  left  the  labor  market 
to  become  housewives  and  mothers,  and 
that  those  who  are  widowed  in  their  late 
fifties  and  sixties  are  often  denied  em- 
ployment because  of  their  age.  This 
provision  would  extend  to  them  a  choice 
of  retiring  at  any  time  between  age  60 
and  62,  with  a  proportionately  reduced 
benefit,  or  of  waiting  until  age  62  to  re- 
ceive a  full  benefit.  The  fact  that  we 
were  able,  in  the  1961  amendments,  to 
increase  the  amount  of  the  widow's  ben- 
efit from  75  to  82.5  percent  of  the  hus- 
band's primary  benefit,  makes  this  actu- 
arial reduction  more  palatable.  The 
committee  estimates  that  some  180,000 
widows  aged  60  and  61  on  the  effective 
date  of  this  provision  could  be  expected 
to  claim  benefits  during  the  first  year 
of  operation. 

The  bill  also  recognizes  the  fact  that 
many  of  our  oldest  people  were  actually 
excluded  from  coverage  during  their 
working  life  because,  until  the  1950 
amendments,  only  about  three  out  of  five 
jobs  were  covered.  In  fairness  to  these 
people,  and  others  who  have  been  pre- 
vented for  one  reason  or  another  from 
acquiring  the  necessary  quarters  of  cov- 
erage, the  bill  would  provide  limited  ben- 
efits for  certain  individuals  now  in  their 
seventies  or  older  who  have  some  social 
security  coverage  but  not  enough  to  meet 
the  minimum  required  by  existing  law. 
This  special  provision  would  liberalize 
the  eligibility  requirements  so  that  they 
could  qualify  for  benefits  on  the  basis  of 
as  few  as  three  quarters  of  coverage, 
upon  attaining  age  72  if  they  meet  other 
requirements.  It  is  estimated  that  some 
600,000  Individuals  will  be  added  to  the 
social  security  benefit  rolls  by  this  pro- 
vision. 

I  have  noted  the  effect  of  the  limited 
coverage  during  the  program's  early 
years  in  also  limiting  the  protection  of 
the  social  security  plan  during  its  early 
years.  Fortunately,  the  Congress  has, 
beginning  with  the  important  1950 
amendments,  moved  steadily  in  the  di- 
rection of  making  the  plan  a  means  of 
guarenteeing  some  retirement  income 
for  all  Americans  in  their  later  years. 
The  present  bill  rounds  out  the  coverage 
of  self-employed,  professional  people  by 
including  physicians  and  interns  within 
the  coverage  of  the  system,  thus  putting 
them  on  a  par  with  other  self-employed 
professional  people,  such  as  lawyers  and 
dentists.  Today  over  9  out  of  10  people 
now  working  are  in  covered  employment. 
The  largest  segment  still  without  its  pro- 
tection, ironically  enough,  are  the  Fed- 
eral Government's  own  employees.  I 
regret  the  present  bill  does  not  provide 
coverage  for  them,  as  contained  in  my 


bill  H.R.  1970.  There  does  not  seem  to 
be  full  agreement  among  Federal  work- 
ers themselves  on  this  point.  I  believe 
that  the  time  will  come,  in  the  not-too- 
distant  future,  when  they  will  recognize 
the  advantages  to  them  of  having  basic 
social  security  coverage,  supplemented 
by  their  own  retirement  system  in  the 
same  way  many  people  in  private  indus- 
try are  protected.  In  this  way  they  will 
also  be  protected  against  the  penalty  now 
imposed  upon  those  who  work  part  of 
their  lives  in  Government  and  part  of 
their  lives  in  other  employment  with  the 
result  that  they  get  no  social  security 
credit  for  their  Government  employ- 
ment. 

I  am  disappointed  in  the  fact  that  the 
Committee  did  not  change  the  $1,200  out- 
side earning  limitation.  Even  with  the 
passage  of  this  measure  elderly  persons 
and  families  will  have  an  extremely  dif- 
ficult time  of  living  on  their  social  secur- 
ity payments.  Many  retired  people  are 
very  willing  and  most  able  to  perform 
useful  work  to  supplement  their  social 
security  payments.  The  outside  earning 
limitation,  however,  by  penalizing  their 
productivity  reduces  their  incentive. 
This  results  not  only  in  a  loss  to  the 
individual  but  also  a  substantial  loss  to 
society.  In  the  very  beginning  of  the 
88th  Congress  I  reintroduced  a  bill,  H.R. 
1967,  which  raises  the  amount  of  outside 
earnings  a  social  security  recepient  could 
receive  without  penalty  from  $1,200  to 
$2,400.  I  also  have  again  introduced  a 
bill,  H.R.  7042,  which  provides  that  the 
amount  of  an  individual's  medical,  dental 
and  related  expenses  shall  be  subtracted 
from  outside  earnings  before  a  determi- 
nation is  made  as  to  reduction  of  bene- 
fits because  of  these  earnings.  I  hope 
that  these  bills  will  be  approved  by  the 
Congress  as  soon  as  possible. 

Our  social  security  system  is  a  respon- 
sive and  a  flexible  system  which  has  de- 
veloped over  the  years.  A  brief  look 
back  provides  the  challenge  for  enlight- 
ened action  today.  The  original  system, 
established  in  1935,  was  limited.  We  do 
not  always  remember  that  it  paid  bene- 
fits only  to  the  retired  worker.  In  the 
1939  amendments,  an  important  change 
of  thinking  brought  about  the  family 
benefit  concept  which  included  benefits 
for  wives,  widows  and  dependent  chil- 
dren among  others.  The  1950  amend- 
ments made  the  step  from  a  scheme  lim- 
ited largely  to  workers  in  commerce  and 
industry,  toward  the  concept  of  univer- 
sal coverage  now  almost  achieved.  In 
1956  the  important  concept  of  paying 
benefits  for  workers  in  effect  retired  from 
the  labor  force  because  of  severe  disabil- 
ity was  adopted.  The  next  great  step 
forward  must  be  to  provide  protection 
against  the  expense  of  illness. 

Mr.  Chairman,  H.R.  11865  provides  for 
much  needed  changes  in  our  social  se- 
curity legislation,  but  it  should  not  be 
looked  upon  by  anyone  as  a  substitute  for 
hospital  care  under  social  security  for 
17  million  Americans  65  years  or  older. 
By  1975  there  will  be  at  least  22  million. 
We  must  keep  in  mind  that  people  over 
65  have  twice  the  medical  costs  of 
younger  people  and  only  one-half  as 
much  income.  The  average  aged  couple 
in  the  United  States  has  an  income  of 
not  much  more  than  $50  a  week — or 


$25  a  person  which  cannot  possibly  pay 
for  the  average  two  or  three  hospitaliza- 
tions a  person  can  expect  in  old  age.  We 
must  also  keep  in  mind  that  many  of  the 
elderly  do  not  have  savings  or  other  as- 
sets to  use  when  illness  strikes.  Four  out 
of  ten  families  headed  by  an  aged  person 
have  less  than  $200  in  savings  accounts. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  our  growing 
elderly  population  faces  the  tragic  prob- 
lem of  not  being  able  to  afford  medical 
care. 

In  spite  of  these  facts  the  King-Ander- 
son bill  has  not  been  reported  out  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  The 
discharge  petition  filed  on  May  28,  1963, 
which  I  have  signed,  still  has  only  32 
signatures.  Both  the  Kennedy  and 
Johnson  administrations  are  firmly  on 
record  in  support  of  this  legislation  which 
was  pledged  by  the  Democratic  Party 
platform  of  1960.  The  time  is  long  over- 
due for  the  passage  of  this  desperately 
needed  legislation.  I  suport  the  bill  be- 
fore us  today  but  urge  enactment  of  hos- 
pitalization insurance  through  social  se- 
curity without  delay  and  in  line  with  the 
President's  recommendations  and  as  our 
next  obligation  to  modernize  the  social 
security  program.  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt 
viewed  the  original  Social  Security  Act 
as  a  "cornerstone  in  a  structure  which 
is  being  built  but  is  by  no  means  com- 
plete." Let  us  continue  building  for  the 
needs  of  the  sixties. 

Mr.  RANDALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  just 
about  every  Member  would  be  remiss  if 
they  were  not  to  commend  Chairman 
Mills  and  his  committee  for  the  fine 
work  they  have  done  in  the  preparation 
of  the  social  security  amendments  of 
1964  as  embodied  in  H.R.  11865.  The  47 
pages  of  detailed  amendments  have  been 
carefully  prepared  as  is  characteristic 
of  the  good  work  of  this  committee. 

It  is  my  opinion  far  too  many  people 
underestimate  the  importance  of  the 
careful  scrutiny  this  committee  gives  to 
the  countless  provisions  of  social  security 
legislation.  What  would  seem  to  be  a 
minor  change  in  an  obscure  subsection  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  actually  results 
in  large  and  beneficial  changes  in  the 
day-to-day  lives  of  millions  of  our  de- 
serving elderly  citizens  covered  by  the 
act.  On  the  other  hand,  just  a  small 
error  in  drafting  these  changes  could  ad- 
versely affect  the  lives  of  these  senior  cit- 
izens. It  is  comforting  to  know  that  Mr. 
Mills'  committee  is  not  in  the  habit  of 
making  mistakes. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  comment  in  de- 
tail on  the  provisions  of  these  amend- 
ments except  to  point  out  that  the  5  per- 
cent across-the-board  increase  in  insur- 
ance benefit  payments  is  the  recognition 
of  a  critical  need  to  people  on  fixed  in- 
comes. It  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  an 
increase  because  without  such  an  addi- 
tional amount  these  recipients  would  not 
be  just  "standing  still"  they  would,  in 
fact,  be  "slipping  backward"  in  relation 
to  their  gainfully  employed  neighbors. 

Another  amendment  which  liberalizes 
eligibility  requirements  for  benefit  pay- 
ments deserves  special  attention.  I  doubt 
if  the  average  House  Member  can  fully 
appreciate  the  difference  this  provision 
will  make  in  the  life  of  a  72-year-old 
man  or  woman,  no  longer  employed,  and 
perhaps  living  alone,  who,  through  no 
fault  of  his  or  her  own,  did  not  work  the 
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requisite  number  of  quarters  for  stipu- 
lated coverage  by  the  social  security  pro- 
gram. 

Another  provision,  which  it  seems  to 
me  is  most  commendable,  is  the  2-year 
extension  of  benefits  to  widows.  It  is 
difficult  to  imagine  just  how  much  good 
will  come  from  this  provision  for  the 
180,000  widows  aged  60  and  61  that  is 
believed  will  be  benefited  by  this  legisla- 
tion. Two  years  can  be  a  long  time  under 
any  ordinary  circumstances  but  2  years 
can  seem  much,  much  longer  when  a 
woman  is  unemployable  and  after  the 
loss  of  her  husband  is  miserable  enough 
without  financial  worries.  The  loss  of 
her  spouse  coupled  with  the  loss  of  in- 
come could  well  make  these  2  years  be- 
tween 60  and  62  seem  almost  unendur- 
able. The  committee  is  to  be  congratu- 
lated for  its  careful  draft  of  legislation 
to  prevent  the  continuance  of  the  exist- 
ing inequity. 

If  we  believe  as  much  as  we  say  we 
do  in  the  processes  of  higher  education 
then  the  amendment  which  would  allow 
our  youth  to  receive  additional  survivors 
benefits  as  extended  from  age  18  to  age 
22  if  and  when  they  are  attending  an  ac- 


credited school  or  college  is  something 
more  than  simply  giving  lip  service  to  our 
belief  in  higher  education.  It  is  a  con- 
tribution which  may  well  spell  the  differ- 
ence between  continued  attendance  in 
school  or  college  or  having  to  give  up  the 
cherished  dream  of  a  college  education. 

Finally  the  little  provision  calling  for 
automatic  recomputation  of  benefits 
when  a  participant's  income  changes  may 
not  seem  very  important  but,  on  careful 
consideration,  it  does  rate  the  attention 
of  all  Members  and  applause  for  those 
who  were  thoughtful  enough  to  add  this 
provision  as  one  of  the  amendments.  Un- 
der the  status  quo,  a  person  would  have 
to  make  a  special  application  if  he  re- 
ceived a  raise  in  salary  and  failure  to 
make  such  an  application  might,  or  could, 
lead  to  either  reduced  social  security 
payments  after  retirement  or  the  diffi- 
culty of  having  to  reconstruct  all  the 
details  of  earlier  employment,  which 
might,  after  the  passage  of  years,  become 
a  difficult  or  impossible  chore.  By  the 
passage  of  this  amendment,  the  recipient 
will  automatically  be  given  the  benefit  of 
recomputation  at  the  time  of  his  retire- 
ment. 

mining  primary  insurance  amount  and  maximu 


It  is  hard  for  many  of  us  to  see  how 
any  Member  of  this  House  could  oppose 
these  social  security  amendments.  These 
amendments  have  been  needed;  they 
have  been  well  prepared  and  spelled  out 
with  clarity. 

H.R.  11865  deserves  and  should  receive 
the  unanimous  support  of  every  Member 
of  this  House. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  have  no  further  requests 
for  time. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
bill  is  considered  as  having  been  read 
for  amendment. 

The  bill  is  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964". 

Five-percent  increase  in  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  benefits 
Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  215(a)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
table  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 
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117.60 

254. 00 

25.93 

26.40 

64 

108 

109 

67.20 

100.80 

113 

334 

337 

118.  70 

254.80 

26. 41 

26.94 

65 

110 

113 

68.30 

102.  50 

114 

338 

342 

119.70 

256.  80 

26.95 

27.46 

66 

114 

118 

69.30 

104.00 

115 

343 

347 

120.  80 

258. 80 

27.47 

28.00 

67 

119 

122 

70.40 

105.  60 

116 

348 

351 

121.  80 

260.40 

28.  01 

28.68 

68 

123 

127 

71.40 

107. 10 

117 

352 

356 

122. 90 

262. 40 

28.69 

29.25 

69 

128 

132 

72.50 

108.  80 

118 

357 

361 

123.90 

264.40 

29.26 

29.68 

70 

133 

136 

73.50 

110.  30 

119 

362 

365 

125.00 

266.00 

29.69 

30.36 

71 

137 

141 

74,60 

112.  80 

120 

366 

370 

126.00 

268.00 

30.  37 

30.92 

72 

142 

146 

75.60 

116.  80 

121 

371 

375 

127.  10 

270.00 

30.93 

31.36 

73 

147 

150 

76.70 

120.00 

122 

376 

379 

128. 10 

271. 60 

31.37 

32.00 

74 

151 

155 

77.70 

124.00 

123 

380 

384 

129.20 

273.60 

32.01 

32.60 

75 

156 

160 

78.80 

128.00 

124 

385 

389 

130.20 

275.  60 

32.61 

33.20 

76 

161 

164 

79.80 

131.20 

125 

390 

393 

131. 30 

277.20 

33.21 

33.88 

77 

165 

169 

80.90 

135.  20 

126 

394 

398 

132.30 

279.20 

33.89 

34.  50 

78 

170 

174 

81.90 

139.20 

127 

399 

403 

133.40 

281.20 

34.  51 

35.00 

79 

175 

178 

83.00 

142.40 

404 

407 

134.40 

282.80 

35.01 

35.80 

80 

179 

183 

84.00 

146.  40 

408 

412 

135.40 

284.80 

35. 81 

36. 40 

81 

184 

188 

85. 10 

150.40 

413 

417 

136.40 

286.80 

36. 41 

37.08 

82 

189 

193 

86. 10 

154.40 

418 

421 

137.40 

288.40 

37.09 

37.60 

83 

194 

197 

87.20 

157.60 

422 

426 

138.40 

290.40 

37.61 

38.20 

84 

198 

202 

88.20 

161.60 

427 

431 

139.40 

292.40 

38.21 

39.12 

85 

203 

207 

89.30 

165.60 

432 

436 

140.40 

294.40 

39.13 

36.68 

86 

208 

211 

90.30 

168.80 

437 

440 

141.40 

296.00 

39.69 

40.33 

87 

212 

216 

91.40 

172. 80 

441 

445 

142.40 

298.00 

40.34 

41.12 

88 

217 

221 

92.40 

176.80 

446 

450 

143.40 

300.00" 
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(b)  Section  215(c)  of  such  Act  Is  amended 
to  read  as  follows : 

"Primary  Insurance  Amount  Under  1958 
Act,  as  Modified 

"(c)(1)  For  the  purposes  of  column  n  of 
the  table  appearing  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section,  an  individual's  primary  insurance 
amount  shall  be  computed  as  provided  in, 
and  subject  to  the  limitations  specified  in, 
(A)  this  section  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1964,  and  (B)  the  applicable  pro- 
visions of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1960. 

"(2)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  be  applicable  only  in  the  case  of  an 
individual — 

"(A)  who  became  entitled  to  benefits  un- 
der section  202(a)  or  section  223  prior  to 
the  second  month  following  the  month  in 
which  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1964  are  enacted  or  who  died  prior  to  such 
second  month,  and 

•  (B)  to  whom  neither  paragraph  (4)  nor 
paragraph  (5)  of  subsection  (b)  is  appli- 
cable." 

(c)  (1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  203(a)  of 
such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  when  2  or  more  persons  were  entitled 
(without  the  application  of  section  202 (j)  (1) 
and  section  223(b) )  to  monthly  benefits  un- 
der sections  202  and  223  for  the  first  month 
following  the  month  in  which  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1964  are  enacted 
on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employ- 
ment income  of  such  insured  individual, 
such  total  of  benefits  shall  not  be  reduced 
to  less  than  the  larger  of — 

"(A)  the  amount  determined  under  this 
subsection  without  regard  to  this  paragraph, 
or 

"(B)  the  sum  of  the  amounts  derived  by 
multiplying  the  benefit  amount  (determined 
under  this  title  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  en- 
actment of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1964)  of  each  such  person  for  the  month 
specified  therein  by  105  percent  and  raising 
each  such  increased  amount,  if  it  is  not  a 
multiple  of  $0.10,  to  the  next  higher  multiple 
of  $0.10." 

(2)  Paragraph  (3)  of  such  section  203(a) 
is  repealed. 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits 
under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for 
months  after  the  first  month  following  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  and  with 
respect  to  lump-sum  death  payments  under 
such  title  in  the  case  of  deaths  occurring 
after  such  first  month. 

(e)  If  an  Individual  was  entitled  to  a  dis- 
ability insurance  benefit  under  section  223 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  the  first  month 
following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 
enacted  and  became  entitled  to  old-age  in- 
surance benefits  under  section  202(a)  of  such 
Act,  or  died,  in  the  month  following  such 
first  month,  then,  for  purposes  of  section 
215(a)(4)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended  by  this  Act,  the  amount  in  column 
IV  of  the  table  appearing  in  such  section 
215(a)  for  such  individual  shall  be  the 
amount  in  such  column  on  the  line  on  which 
in  column  II  appears  his  primary  insurance 
amount  (as  determined  under  section  215(c) 
of  such  Act)  instead  of  the  amount  in 
column  IV  equal  to  his  disability  insurance 
benefit. 

Payment  of  child's  insurance  benefits  after 
attainment  of  age  eighteen  in  case  of  child 
attending  school 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  202(d)(1)(B)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "either"  before  "(i)",  and  by  striking 
out  "or  (ii)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
",  (ii)  was  a  full-time  student  and  had  not 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-two,  or  (iii)". 

(b)(1)  So  much  of  the  first  sentence  of 
section  202(d)  (1)  of  such  Act  as  follows  sub- 


paragraph (C)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"shall  be  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance  ben- 
efit for  each  month,  beginning  with  the  first 
month  after  August  1950  in  which  such 
child  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance 
benefits  and  ending  with  the  month  pre- 
ceding whichever  of  the  following  first 
occurs — 

"(D)  the  month  in  which  such  child  dies, 
marries,  or  is  adopted  (except  for  adoption 
by  a  stepparent,  grandparent,  aunt,  or  uncle 
subsequent  to  the  death  of  such  fully  or 
currently  insured  individual), 

"(E)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  is  not  under 
a  disability  (as  defined  in  section  223(c) )  at 
the  time  he  attains  the  age  of  18  and  who 
during  no  part  of  the  month  in  which  he 
attains  such  age  is  a  full-time  student,  the 
month  in  which  such  child  attains  the  age 
of  18, 

"(F)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  is  a  full- 
time  student  during  the  month  in  which  he 
attains  the  age  of  18,  the  first  month  (be- 
ginning after  he  attains  such  age)  during  no 
part  of  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  or 
the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of 
22,  whichever  occurs  earlier,  but  only  if  in 
the  third  month  preceding  such  earlier 
month  he  was  not  under  a  disability  (as  so 
defined)  which  began  before  he  attained  the 
age  of  18, 

"(G)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  first  be- 
comes entitled  to  benefits  under  this  sub- 
section for  the  month  in  which  he  attains 
the  age  of  18  or  a  subsequent  month  and 
who  in  the  month  for  which  he  becomes 
so  entitled  is  not  under  a  disability  (as  so 
defined)  which  began  before  he  attained  the 
age  of  18,  the  first  month  (after  he  becomes 
so  entitled)  during  no  part  of  which  he  is 
a  full-time  student  or  the  month  in  which 
he  attains  the  age  of  22,  whichever  occurs 
earlier, 

"(H)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  after  he 
attains  the  age  of  18  ceases  to  be  under  a 
disability  (as  so  defined)  which  began  before 
he  attained  the  age  of  18,  and  who  either 
(i)  attains  the  age  of  22  before  the  close  of 
the  third  month  following  the  month  in 
which  he  ceases  to  be  under  such  disability 
or  (ii)  was  a  full-time  student  during  no 
part  of  such  third  month,  the  third  month 
following  the  month  in  which  he  ceases  to 
be  under  such  disability,  or 

"(I)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  after  he 
attains  the  age  of  18  ceases  to  be  under  a 
disability  (as  so  defined)  which  began  before 
he  attained  the  age  of  18,  but  who  has  not 
attained  the  age  of  22  before  the  close  of  the 
third  month  following  the  month  in  which 
he  ceases  to  be  under  such  disability  and  is 
a  full-time  student  in  such  third  month,  the 
earlier  of  (i)  the  first  month  (after  such 
third  month)  during  no  part  of  which  he  is 
a  full-time  student,  or  (ii)  the  month  in 
which  he  attains  the  age  of  22." 

(2)  The  second  sentence  of  section  202 
(d)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

(3)  Section  202(d)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraphs: 

"(7)  A  child  whose  entitlement  to  child's 
insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages 
and  self -employment  income  of  an  insured 
individual  terminated  with  the  month  pre- 
ceding the  month  in  which  such  child  at- 
tained the  age  of  18,  or  with  a  subsequent 
month,  may  again  become  entitled  to  such 
benefits  (provided  no  event  specified  In 
paragraph  (1)(D)  has  occurred)  beginning 
with  the  first  month  thereafter  in  which  he 
is  a  full-time  student  and  has  not  attained 
the  age  of  22  if  he  has  filed  application  for 
such  reentitlement.  Such  reentitlement 
shall  end  with  the  month  preceding  which- 
ever of  the  following  first  occurs:  The  first 
month  during  no  part  of  which  he  is  a  full- 
time  student,  the  month  in  which  he  attains 
the  age  of  22,  or  the  first  month  in  which  an 
event  specified  in  paragraph  (1)(D)  occurs. 


"(8)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection — 

"(A)  A  'full-time  student'  is  an  individ- 
ual who  Is  in  full-time  attendance  as  a  stu- 
dent at  an  educational  Institution,  as  deter- 
mined by  the  Secretary  (in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  him)  in  the  light 
of  the  standards  and  practices  of  the  insti- 
tutions Involved,  except  that  no  individual 
shall  be  considered  a  'full-time  student'  if  he 
is  paid  by  his  employer  while  attending  an 
educational  institution  at  the  request,  or 
pursuant  to  a  requirement,  of  his  employer. 

"(B)  Except  to  the  extent  provided  in  such 
regulations,  an  individual  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  a  full-time  student  during  any  period 
of  nonattendance  at  an  educational  institu- 
tion at  which  he  has  been  in  full-time  at- 
tendance if  (i)  such  period  is  4  calendar 
months  or  less  and  (ii)  he  shows  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  the  Secretary  that  he  intends  to 
continue  to  be  in  full-time  attendance  at 
an  educational  institution  immediately  fol- 
lowing such  period. 

"(C)  An  'educational  institution'  is  (i)  a 
school  or  college  or  university  operated  or 
directly  supported  by  the  United  States,  or 
by  any  State  or  local  government  or  political 
subdivision  thereof,  or  (ii)  a  school  or  col- 
lege or  university  which  has  been  approved 
by  a  State  or  accredited  by  a  State-recognized 
or  nationally  recognized  accrediting  agency 
or  body,  or  (iii)  a  school  or  college  or  uni- 
versity for  which  there  is  no  such  agency  or 
body  or  which  has  been  in  operation  an  in- 
sufficient period  of  time  for  such  approval  or 
accreditation,  but  which  is  approved  by  the 
Secretary  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  him." 

(c)  (1)  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  after  subsection 
(r)  the  following  new  subsection: 
"Child  Aged  18  or  Over  Attending  School 

"(s)(l)  For  the  purposes  of  subsections 
(b)(1),  (g)(1),  (q)(4),  and  (q)  (6)  of  this 
section  and  paragraphs  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of 
section  203(c),  a  child  who  is  entitled  to 
child's*  insurance  benefits  under  subsection 
(d)  for  any  month,  and  who  has  attained  the 
age  of  18  but  is  not  in  such  month  under  a 
disability  (as  defined  in  section  223(c)) 
which  began  before  he  attained  such  age, 
shall  be  deemed  not  entitled  to  such  benefits 
for  such  month,  unless  he  was  under  such  a 
disability  in  the  third  month  before  such 
month. 

"(2)  Subsection  (f)(4),  and  so  much  of 
subsections  (d)(6),  (e)(4),  (g)(4),  and 
(h)  (4)  of  this  section  as  precedes  the  semi- 
colon, shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  any  child 
unless  such  child,  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage referred  to  therein,  was  under  a  dis- 
ability (as  defined  in  section  223(c))  which 
began  before  such  child  attained  the  age  of 
18  or  had  been  under  such  a  disability  in 
the  third  month  before  the  month  in  which 
such  marriage  occurred. 

"(3)  Subsections  (c)  (2)  (B)  and  (f)  (2)  (B) 
of  this  section,  so  much  of  subsections  (d) 
(6),  (e)(4),  (g)(4),  and  (h)(4)  of  this  sec- 
tion as  follows  the  semicolon,  the  last  sen- 
tence of  subsection  (c)  of  section  203,  sub- 
section (f)(1)(C)  of  section  203,  and 
subsections  (b)(3)(B),  (c)(6)(B),  (f)(3) 
(B),  and  (g)  (6)  (B)  of  section  216  shall  not 
apply  in  the  case  of  any  child  with  respect 
to  any  month  referred  to  therein  unless  in 
such  month  or  the  third  month  prior  thereto 
such  child  was  under  a  disability  (as  defined 
in  section  223(c))  which  began  before  such 
child  attained  the  age  of  18." 

(2)  So  much  of  subsection  (b)  (1)  of  such 
section  202  as  follows  subparagraph  (C)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "(subject  to  subsec- 
tion (s) )  "  after  "shall". 

(3)  So  much  of  subsection  (c)  (2)  of  such 
section  202  as  precedes  subparagraph  (A)  is 
amended  by  Inserting  "(subject  to  subsec- 
tion (s) )  "  after  "shall". 

(4)  So  much  of  subsection  (d)  (6)  of  such 
section  202  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is 
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amended  by  inserting  "but  subject  to  sub- 
section (s)  "  after  "notwithstanding  the  pro- 
visions of  paragraph  (1)  ". 

(5)  So  much  of  subsection  (e)  (4)  of  such 
section  202  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "but  subject  to  sub- 
section (s)"  after  "notwithstanding  the  pro- 
visions of  paragraph  (1) ". 

(6)  So  much  of  subsection  (f)  (2)  of  such 
section  202  as  precedes  subparagraph  (A)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "(subject  to  subsec- 
tion (s) )  "  after  "shall". 

(7)  So  much  of  subsection  (f )  (4)  of  such 
section  202  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "but  subject  to  sub- 
section (s)"  after  "notwithstanding  the  pro- 
visions of  paragraph  (1) ". 

(8)  So  much  of  the  first  sentence  of  sub- 
section (g)  (1)  of  such  section  202  as  follows 
subparagraph  (F)  is  amended  by  inserting 
"(subject  to  subsection  (s) )  "  after  "shall". 

(9)  So  much  of  subsection  (g)  (4)  of  such 
section  202  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "but  subject  to  sub- 
section (s)"  after  "notwithstanding  the  pro- 
visions of  paragraph  ( 1)  ". 

(10)  So  much  of  subsection  (h)  (4)  of 
such  section  202  as  follows  subparagraph 
(B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but  subject  to 
subsection  (s)"  after  "notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  paragraph  (1)". 

(11)  (A)  The  next  to  last  sentence  of  sub- 
section (c)  of  section  203  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "for  any  month  in 
which"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "for  any 
month  in  which  paragraph  (1)  of  section 
202  (s)  applies  or". 

(B)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c) 
of  such  section  203  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "No"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Sub- 
ject to  paragraph  (3)  of  such  section  202  (s), 
no". 

(12)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (f) 
(1)  of  such  section  203  is  amended  by  in- 
serting "but  subject  to  section  202  (s) "  after 
"Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions 
of  this  paragraph". 

(13)  Subsections  (b),  (c),  (f),  and  (g) 
of  section  216  of  such  Act  are  each  amended 
by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 
thereof  "(subject,  however,  to  section 
202  (s))". 

(14)  Section  222(b)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(4)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  shall 
not  apply  to  any  child  entitled  to  benefits 
under  section  202(d),  if  he  has  attained  the 
age  of  18  but  has  not  attained  the  age  of 
22,  for  any  month  during  which  he  is  a 
full-time  student  (as  defined  and  determined 
under  section  202  (d) ) ." 

(15)  Section  225  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  "The  first  sentence  of  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  any  child  entitled 
to  benefits  under  section  202(d),  if  he  has 
attained  the  age  of  18  but  has  not  attained 
the  age  of  22,  for  any  month  during  which 
he  is  a  full-time  student  (as  defined  and 
determined  under  section  202(d) ) ." 

(d)  (1)  The  amendments  made  by  this 
section  shall  apply  with  respect  to  monthly 
insurance  benefits  under  section  202  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  (A)  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  or  (B) 
if  later,  August  1964;  but  only,  except  as 
provided  m  paragraph  (2),  on  the  basis  of 
an  application  filed  in  or  after  the  month 
in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

(2)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  was 
entitled  (without  the  application  of  sub- 
section (j)  (1)  of  such  section  202)  to  a 
child's  insurance  benefit  under  subsection 
(d)  of  such  section  for  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted,  such  amendments  shall 
apply  with  respect  to  benefits  under  such 
section  202  for  months  after  the  month  in 
which  this  Act  is  enacted. 


Reduced  benefits  for  widows  at  age  60 

Sec.  4.  (a)(1)  Paragraph  (1)(B)  of  sec- 
tion 202(e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "age  62"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "age  60". 

(2)  Paragraph  (2)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "Such"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (q) ,  such". 

(b)(1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  section  202(q) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

"(1)  If  the  first  month  for  which  an  in- 
dividual is  entitled  to  an  old-age,  wife's,  hus- 
band's, or  widow's  insurance  benefit  is  a 
month  before  the  month  in  which  such  in- 
dividual attains  retirement  age,  the  amount 
of  such  benefit  for  each  month  shall,  subject 
to  the  succeeding  paragraphs  of  this  sub- 
section, be  reduced  by— 

"(A)  5/9  of  1  percent  of  such  amount  if 
such  benefit  is  an  old-age  or  widow's  benefit, 
or  25/36  of  1  percent  of  such  amount  if  such 
benefit  is  a  wife's  or  husband's  insurance 
benefit,  multiplied  by 

"(B)  (i)  the  number  of  months  in  the  re- 
duction period  for  such  benefit  (determined 
under  paragraph  (5) ),  if  such  benefit  is  for 
a  month  before  the  month  in  which  such 
individual  attains  retirement  age,  or 

"(ii)  the  number  of  months  in  the  ad- 
justed reduction  period  for  such  benefit  (de- 
termined under  paragraph  (6) ) ,  if  such  ben- 
efit is  for  the  month  in  which  such  indi- 
vidual attains  retirement  age  or  for  any 
month  thereafter." 

(2)  Paragraph  (2)  (A)  of  such  section  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "wife's  or  husband's 
insurance  benefit"  each  place  it  appears  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's,  husband's, 
or  widow's  insurance  benefit";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "age  62"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "age  62  (in  the  case  of  a 
wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit)  or  age 
60  (in  the  case  of  a  widow's  insurance  ben- 
efit) ". 

(3)  Paragraph  (2)  (C)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "wife's  or  hus- 
band's" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's, 
husband's,  or  widow's". 

(4)  Paragraph  (2)  (D)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "wife's  or  hus- 
band's" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's, 
husband's,  or  widow's". 

(5)  Paragraph  (2)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subparagraph: 

"(E)  If  the  first  month  for  which  an  in- 
dividual is  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance 
benefit  (whether  such  first  month  occurs 
before,  with,  or  after  the  month  in  which 
such  individual  attains  the  age  of  65)  is  a 
month  for  which  such  individual  is  also  (or 
would,  but  for  subsection  (e)(1),  be)  en- 
titled to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  to 
which  such  individual  was  first  entitled  for 
a  month  before  she  attained  the  age  of  62, 
then  such  old-age  insurance  benefit  shall  be 
reduced  by  whichever  of  the  following  is  the 
larger : 

"(i)  the  amount  by  which  (but  for  this 
subparagraph)  such  old-age  insurance  ben- 
efit would  have  been  reduced  under  para- 
graph ( 1 ) ,  or 

"(ii)  the  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the 
amount  by  which  such  widow's  insurance 
benefit  was  reduced  for  the  month  in  which 
such  individual  attained  the  age  of  62  and 
the  amount  by  which  such  old-age  insur- 
ance benefit  would  be  reduced  under  par- 
agraph (1)  if  it  were  equal  to  the  excess  of 
such  old-age  insurance  benefit  (before  re- 
duction under  this  subsection)  over  such 
widow's  insurance  benefit  (before  reduction 
under  this  subsection) ." 

(6)  Paragraph  (4)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subparagraph : 

"(D)  No  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  a 
month  in  which  she  has  in  her  care  a  child 


of  her  deceased  husband  entitled  to  child's 
insurance  benefits  shall  be  reduced  under 
this  subsection  below  the  amount  to  which 
she  would  have  been  entitled  had  she  been 
entitled  for  such  month  to  mother's  insur- 
ance benefits  on  the  basis  of  her  deceased 
husband's  wages  and  self-employment  in- 
come." 

(7)  Paragraph  (5)  of  such  section  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "wife's,  or  husband's" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's,  hus- 
band's, or  widow's"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "or  husband's"  in  sub- 
paragraph (A)  (i)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of ",  husband's,  or  widow's";  and 

(C)  by  striking  out  "age  65"  in  subpara- 
graph (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"retirement  age". 

(8)  Paragraph  (6)  of  such  section  is 
amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "wife's,  or  husband's" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's,  hus- 
band's, or  widow's";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
subparagraph  (B) ,  by  striking  out  the  period 
at  the  end  of  subparagraph  (C)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ",  and",  and  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph : 

"(D)  in  the  case  of  widow's  insurance 
benefits,  any  month  in  which  the  reduction 
in  the  amount  of  such  benefit  was  deter- 
mined under  paragraph  (4)  (D)." 

(9)  Section  202(q)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(8)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the 
term  'retirement  age'  means  age  65  with  re- 
spect to  an  old-age,  wife's,  or  husband's  in- 
surance benefit  and  age  62  with  respect  to  a 
widow's  Insurance  benefit." 

(10)  The  heading  of  section  202 (q)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  Hus- 
band's" and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Hus- 
band's, or  Widow's". 

(c)  Section  223(a)(3)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

"(3)  If,  for  any  month  before  the  month 
in  which  an  individual  attains  age  65,  such 
individual  is  entitled  to  an  old-age,  hus- 
band's, widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's  insur- 
ance benefit,  or  to  a  wife's  insurance  benefit 
which  is  reduced  under  section  202  (q),  such 
individual  may  not,  for  any  month  after  the 
first  month  for  which  such  individual  is  so 
entitled,  become  entitled  to  disability  insur- 
ance benefits;  and  a  period  of  disability  may 
not  begin  with  respect  to  such  individual 
in  any  month  after  such  first  month." 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  with  respect  to  monthly 
insurance  benefits  under  section  202  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  but  only 
on  the  basis  of  applications  filed  in  or  after 
the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 

Transitional  insured  status 
Sec.  5.  (a)  Title  n  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 
"Transitional  insured  status 
"Sec.  226.  (a)  In  the  case  of  any  individ- 
ual who  attains  the  age  of  72  but  who  does 
not  meet  the  requirements  of  section  214(a) , 
the  6  quarters  of  coverage  referred  to  in  so 
much  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  214(a)  as 
follows  clause  (C)  shall,  instead,  be  3  quar- 
ters of  coverage  for  purposes  of  determining 
entitlement  of  such  individual  to  benefits 
under  subsection  (a)  of  section  202,  and  of 
his  wife  to  benefits  under  subsection  (b)  of 
such  section,  but,  in  the  case  of  such  wife, 
only  if  she  attains  the  age  of  72  before  1968 
and  only  with  respect  to  wife's  insurance 
benefits  under  such  subsection  (b)  for  and 
after  the  month  in  which  she  attains  such 
age.  For  each  month  before  the  month  in 
which  any  such  individual  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  section  214(a) ,  the  amount  of 
his  old-age  insurance  benefit  shall,  notwith- 
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standing  the  provisions  of  section  202(a), 
be  $35  and  the  amount  of  the  wife's  insur- 
ance benefit  of  his  wife  shall,  notwithstand- 
ing the  provisions  of  section  202(b)  (and 
section  202(m)),  be  $17.50. 

"(b)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who 
has  died,  who  does  not  meet  the  require- 
ments of  section  214(a),  and  whose  widow 
attains  age  72  before  1968,  the  6  quarters  of 
coverage  referred  to  in  paragraph  (3)  of  sec- 
tion 214(a)  and  in  so  much  of  paragraph  (1) 
thereof  as  follows  clause  (C)  shall,  for  pur- 
poses of  determining  her  entitlement  to 
widow's  insurance  benefits  under  section  202 

(e)  ,  instead  be — 

"(1)  3  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  wid- 
ow attains  the  age  of  72  in  or  before  1965, 

"(2)  4  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow 
attains  the  age  of  72  in  1966,  or 

"(3)  5  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow 
attains  the  age  of  72  in  1967. 
The  amount  of  her  widow's  insurance  bene- 
fit for  each  month  shall,  notwithstanding 
the  provisions  of  section  202(e)  (and  sec- 
tion 202(m) ) ,  be  $35. 

"(c)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who  be- 
comes, or  upon  filing  application  therefor 
would  become,  entitled  to  benefits  under 
section  202(a)  by  reason  of  the  application 
of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  who  dies, 
and  whose  widow  attains  the  age  of  72  be- 
fore 1968,  such  deceased  individual  shall  be 
deemed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  subsec- 
tion (b)  of  this  section  for  purposes  of  de- 
terming  entitlement  of  such  widow  to  wid- 
ow's insurance  benefits  under  section  202 
(b)." 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 

(a)  shall  apply  in  the  case  of  monthly  bene- 
fits under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
for  and  after  the  second  month  following 
the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted. 
Computation  and  recomputation  of  benefits 

Sec.  6.  (a)  (1)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section 
215(b)  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

"(C)  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (B), 
'computation  base  years'  include  only  cal- 
endar years  in  the  period  after  1950  and 
prior  to  the  earlier  of  the  following  years — 

"(i)  the  year  in  which  occurred  (whether 
by  reason  of  section  202(j)  (1)  or  otherwise) 
the  first  month  for  which  the  individual  was 
entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits,  or 

"  (ii)  the  year  succeeding  the  year  in  which 
he  died. 

Any  calendar  year  all  of  which  is  included 
in  a  period  of  disability  shall  not  be  included 
as  a  computation  base  year." 

(2)  Clauses  (A) ,  (B) ,  and  (C)  of  the  first 
sentence  of  section  215(b)  (3)  of  such  Act 
are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  a  woman,  the  year  in 
which  she  died  or,  if  it  occurred  earlier  but 
after  1960,  the  year  in  which  she  attained 
age  62, 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  died, 
the  year  in  which  he  died  or,  if  it  occurred 
earlier  but  after  1960,  the  year  in  which  he 
attained  age  65,  or 

"(C)  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  not 
died,  the  year  occurring  after  1960  in  which 
he  attained  (or  would  attain)  age  65." 

(3)  Paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  section  215 

(b)  of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

"(4)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection 
shall  be  applicable  only  in  the  case  of  an 
individual — 

"(A)  who  becomes  entitled  after  Decem- 
ber 1964  to  benefits  under  section  202(a)  or 
section  223;  or 

"(B)  who  dies  after  December  1964  with- 
out being  entitled  to  benefits  under  section 
202(a)  or  section  223;  or 

"(C)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  is 
required  to  be  recomputed  under  subsection 

(f)  (2),  as  amended  by  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964. 

"(5)  In  the  case  of  an  individual — 


_"(A)  to  whom  the  provisions  of  this  sub- 
section are  not  made  applicable  by  para- 
graph (4),  but  who,  after  the  first  month 
following  the  month  in  which  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1964  are  enacted 
and  prior  to  1965,  met  the  requirements  of 
this  paragraph  or  paragraph  (4),  as  in  effect 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964,  or 

"(B)  who  becomes  entitled  after  1964  to 
a  recomputation  under  section  102(f)  (2)  (B) 
of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1954, 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection,  as  in  effect 
prior  to  such  enactment,  shall  apply  to  such 
individual  for  the  purposes  of  column  III  of 
the  table  appearing  in  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section." 

(b)  (1)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section 
215(d)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "(2)  (C)  (i)  and  (3)  (A)  (i)"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "(2)  (C)  and  (3)",  by 
striking  out  "December  31,  1936,"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "1936",  and  by  strik- 
ing out  "December  31,  1950"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "1950". 

(2)  Section  215(d)(3)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "1960"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "1964"  and  by  striking 
out  "but  without  regard  to  whether  such 
individual  has  six  quarters  of  coverage  after 
1950". 

(c)  Section  215(e)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  inserting  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  (1),  by  striking  out 
";  and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  a  period,  and  by  strik- 
ing out  paragraph  (3). 

(d)  (1)  Parapragh  (2)  of  section  215(f)  of 
such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(2)  With  respect  to  each  year — 
"(A)  which   begins   after  December  31, 
1963,  and 

"(B)  for  any  part  of  which  an  individual 
is  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits, 
the  Secretary  shall,  at  such  time  or  times 
and  within  such  period  as  he  may  by  regu- 
lations prescribe,  recompute  the  primary  in- 
surance amount  of  such  individual.  Such 
recomputation  shall  be  made — 

"(C)  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  (1) 
and  (3)  if  such  year  is  either  the  year  in 
which  he  became  entitled  to  such  old-age 
insurance  benefits  or  the  year  preceding  such 
year,  or 

"(D)  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)(1)  in 
any  other  case; 

and  in  all  cases  such  recomputation  shall 
be  made  as  though  the  year  with  respect  to 
which  such  recomputation  is  made  is  the 
last  year  of  the  period  specified  in  paragraph 

(2)  (C)  of  subsection  (b).  A  recomputation 
under  this  paragraph  with  respect  to  any 
year  shall  be  effective — 

"(E)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  did 
not  die  in  such  year,  for  monthly  benefits  be- 
ginning with  benefits  for  January  of  the 
following  year;  or 

"(F)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  died 
in  such  year  (including  any  individual  whose 
increase  in  his  primary  insurance  amount  is 
attributable  to  compensation  which,  upon 
his  death,  is  treated  as  remuneration  for  em- 
ployment under  section  205  (o) ) ,  for  monthly 
benefits  beginning  with  benefits  for  the 
month  in  which  he  died." 

(2)  Effective  January  2,  1965,  paragraphs 

(3)  ,  (4) ,  and  (7)  of  such  section  are  repealed, 
and  paragraphs  (5)  and  (6)  of  such  section 
are  redesignated  as  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4), 
respectively. 

(e)  (1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  223 
(a)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  "and 
was  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit 
for  each  month  for  which  (pursuant  to  sub- 
section (b))  he  was  entitled  to  a  disability 
insurance  benefit". 

(2)  The  last  sentence  of  section  223(a)  (2) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "first 
year"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "year"; 


by  striking  out  the  phrase  "both  was  fully 
insured  and  had"  both  times  it  appears  in 
such  sentence. 

(f)(1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsec- 
tion (c)  shall  apply  only  to  individuals  who 
become  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits 
under  section  202(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  after  1964. 

(2)  Any  Individual  who  would,  upon  filing 
an  application  on  January  1,  1965,  be  entitled 
to  a  recomputation  of  his  primary  insurance 
amount  for  purposes  of  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  have  filed 
such  application  on  January  1,  1965. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  died 
after  1960  and  prior  to  1965  and  who  was 
entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  under 
section  202(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 215(f)  (4)  of  such  Act  as  in  effect  before 
the  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  apply. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  a  man  who  attains 
age  65  prior  to  1965,  or  dies  before  such  year, 
the  provisions  of  section  215(f)  (7)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  as  in  effect  before  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act  shall  apply. 

(5)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection 
(e)  of  this  section  shall  apply  in  the  case  of 
individuals  who  become  entitled  to  disability 
insurance  benefits  under  section  223  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  after  December  1964. 

(6)  Section  303(g)(1)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1960  is  amended — 

<A)  by  striking  out  "notwithstanding  the 
amendments  made  by  the  preceding  subsec- 
tions of  this  section,"  in  the  first  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "notwithstand- 
ing the  amendments  made  by  the  preceding 
subsections  of  this  section,  or  the  amend- 
ments made  by  section  6  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Amendments  of  1964,";  and 

(B)  by  striking  out  "Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1960,"  in  the  second  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Social  Secu- 
rity Amendments  of  1960,  or  (if  such  indi- 
vidual becomes  entitled  to  old-age  insurance 
benefits  after  1964,  or  dies  after  1964  with- 
out becoming  so  entitled)  as  amended  by 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964,". 
Improvement  of  actuarial  status  of  disability 
insurance  trust  fund 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Section  201(b)(1)  of  the  So- 
cial Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting 
"and  before  January  1,  1965,"  after  "De- 
cember 31,  1956,",  and  by  inserting  after 
"1954,"  the  following:  "and  0.65  of  1  per 
centum  of  such  wages  paid  after  December 
31,  1964,  and  so  reported,". 

(b)  Section  201(b)(2)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "December  31, 
1956,"  the  following:  "and  before  January 
1,  1965,  and  0.4875  of  1  per  centum  of  the 
amount  of  such  self-employment  income  so 
reported  for  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 
December  31,  1964,". 

Coverage  for  doctors  of  medicine 

Sec.  8.  (a)(1)  Section  211(c)(5)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

"(5)  The  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual in  the  exercise  of  his  profession  as 
a  Christian  Science  practitioner." 

(2)  Section  211(c)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  the  last  two  sen- 
tences and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  or 
(5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other  than 
service  performed  by  a  member  of  a  religious 
order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a 
member  of  such  order)  performed  by  an  in- 
dividual during  the  period  for  which  a  cer- 
tificate filed  by  him  under  section  1402(e) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  in 
effect." 

(3)  Section  210(a)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semi- 
colon at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ", 
other  than  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  or  a 
medical  or  dental  resident-in-training". 
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(4)  Section  210(a)  (13)  of  such  Act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  the 
first  semicolon. 

(b)  (1)  Section  1402(c)  (5)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition 
of  trade  or  business)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

"(5)  the  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual in  the  exercise  of  his  profession 
as  a  Christian  Science  practitioner." 

(2)  Section  1402(c)  of  such  Code  Is 
further  amended  by  striking  out  the  last 
two  sentences  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  "The  provisions  of  paragraph 

(4)  or  (5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other 
than  service  performed  by  a  member  of  a 
religious  order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of 
poverty  as  a  member  of  such  order)  per- 
formed by  an  individual  during  the  period 
for  which  a  certificate  filed  by  him  under 
subsection  (e)  is  in  effect." 

(3)  (A)  Section  1402(e)(1)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  filing  of  waiver  certificate  by 
ministers,  members  of  religious  orders,  and 
Christian  Science  practitioners)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "extended  to  service"  and 
all  that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "extended  to  service  described  in  subsec- 
tion (c)(4)  or  (c)(5)  performed  by  him." 

(B)  Clause  (A)  of  section  1402(e)(2)  of 
such  Code  (relating  to  time  for  filing  waiver 
certificate)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"(A)  the  due  date  of  the  return  (including 
any  extension  thereof)  for  his  second  tax- 
able year  ending  after  1954  for  which  he  has 
net  earnings  from  self -employment  (com- 
puted without  regard  to  subsections  (c)  (4) 
and  (c)  (5)  )  of  $400  or  more,  any  part  of 
which  was  derived  from  the  performance  of 
service  described  in  subsection  (c)  (4)  or 
(c)(5);  or". 

(4)  Section  3121  (b)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  definition  of  employment) 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semi- 
colon at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ", 
other  than  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  or  a 
medical   or  dental  resident-in-training". 

(5)  Section  3121(b)  (13)  of  such  Code  is 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  the 
first  semicolon. 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (a),  and  by  para- 
graphs (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  subsection  (b), 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable 
years  ending  after  December  31,  1964.  The 
amendments  made  by  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4) 
of  subsection  (a) ,  and  by  paragraphs  (4)  and 

(5)  of  subsection  (b) ,  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  services  performed  after  1964. 

Coverage  of  tips 

Sec.  9.  (a)(1)  Section  209  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or" 
at  the  end  of  subsection  (i),  by  striking 
out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subsection  (j) 
and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  ";  or",  and  by 
adding  immediately  after  subsection  (])  the 
following  new  subsection : 

"(k)(l)  Tips  paid  in  any  medium  other 
than  cash; 

"(2)  Cash  tips  received  by  an  employee  in 
any  calendar  month  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment by  an  employer  unless  the  amount 
of  such  cash  tips  is  $20  or  more." 

(2)  Section  209  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"For  purposes  of  this  title,  tips  received  by 
an  employee  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, on  his  own  behalf  and  not  on  behalf 
of  another  person,  shall  be  considered  remu- 
neration for  employment,  whether  such  tips 
are  received  by  the  employee  directly  from 
a  person  other  than  his  employer  or  are  paid 
over  to  the  employee  by  his  employer.  Such 
tips  shall  be  deemed  to  be  paid  to  the  em- 
ployee by  the  employer,  and  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  so  paid  at  the  time  a  written  state- 
ment including  such  tips  is  furnisned  to  the 
employer  pursuant  to  section  6053  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  or  (if  no 
statement  including  such  tips  is  so  fur- 


nished) at  the  close  of  the  10th  day  follow- 
ing the  calendar  month  in  which  they  were 
received." 

(b)  (1)  Section  3102  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  (relating  to  deduction  of 
tax  from  wages)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  Special  Rule  fob  Tips. — In  the  case 
of  tips  which  constitute  wages,  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  applicable  only  to  such  tips  as 
are  included  in  a  written  statement  furnished 
to  the  employer  pursuant  to  section  6053,  and 
only  to  the  extent  that  collection  can  be 
made  by  the  employer,  at  or  after  the  time 
such  statement  is  so  furnished  and  before 
the  close  of  the  10th  day  following  the  calen- 
dar month  in  which  the  tips  were  received, 
by  deducting  the  amount  of  the  tax  from 
such  wages  of  the  employee  (exclusive  of 
tips,  but  including  funds  turned  over  by  the 
employee  to  the  employer  for  the  purpose  of 
such  deduction)  as  are  under  control  of  the 
employer." 

(2)  Section  3121  (a)  of  such  Code  (relating 
to  the  definition  of  wages  under  the  Federal 
Insurance  Contributions  Act)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(9),  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  paragraph  (10)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ";  or",  and  by  adding  after  para- 
graph (10)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(11)  (A)  tips  paid  in  any  medium  other 
than  cash; 

"(B)  cash  tips  received  by  an  employee  in 
any  calendar  month  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment by  an  employer  unless  the  amount 
of  such  cash  tips  is  $20  or  more." 

(3)  Section  3121  of  such  Code  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"(q)  Tips. — Tips  received  by  an  employee 
in  the  course  of  his  employment,  on  his 
own  behalf  and  not  on  behalf  of  another 
person,  shall  be  considered  remuneration  for 
employment,  whether  such  tips  are  received 
by  the  employee  directly  from  a  person  other 
than  his  employer  or  are  paid  over  to  the 
employee  by  his  employer.  Such  tips  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  paid  to  the  employee  by  the 
employer,  and  shall  be  deemed  to  be  so  paid 
at  the  time  a  written  statement  including 
such  tips  is  furnished  to  the  employer  pur- 
suant to  section  6053  or  (if  no  statement  in- 
cluding such  tips  is  so  furnished)  at  the 
close  of  the  10th  day  following  the  calendar 
month  in  which  they  were  received." 

(c)  (1)  Section  6051(a)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  receipts  for  employees)  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  sentence:  "In  the  case  of  tips 
received  by  an  employee  in  the  course  of  his 
employment,  the  amounts  required  to  be 
shown  by  paragraph  (5)  shall  include  only 
such  tips  as  are  reported  by  the  employee 
to  the  employer  pursuant  to  section  6053." 

(2)  (A)  Subpart  C  of  part  III  of  subchap- 
ter A  of  chapter  61  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
information  regarding  wages  paid  employees) 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  section : 
"Sec.  6053.  Reporting  of  tips. 

"Every  employee  who,  in  the  course  of  his 
employment  by  an  employer,  receives  in  any 
calendar  month  tips  which  are  wages  as  de- 
fined in  section  3121(a)  shall  report  all  such 
tips  in  one  or  more  written  statements  fur- 
nished to  his  employer.  For  purposes  of 
sections  3111,  6051(a),  and  6652(c),  tips  re- 
ceived in  any  calendar  month  shall  be  con- 
sidered reported  pursuant  to  this  section 
only  if  they  are  included  in  such  a  statement 
furnished  to  the  employer  on  or  before  the 
10th  day  following  such  month  and  only  to 
the  extent  that  the  tax  imposed  with  respect 
to  such  tips  by  section  3101  can  be  collected 
by  the  employer  under  section  3102.  Such 
statements  shall  be  furnished  by  the  em- 
ployee under  such  regulations,  at  such  other 
times  before  such  10th  day,  and  in  such 
form  and  manner,  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  or  his  delegate." 


(B)  The  table  of  sections  for  such  subpart 
C  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following: 

"Sec.  6053.  Reporting  of  tips." 

(3)  Section  6652  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
failure  to  file  certain  information  returns) 
is  amended  by  redesignating  subsection  (c) 
as  subsection  (d)  and  by  inserting  after  sub- 
section (b)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(c)  Failure  to  Report  Tips. — In  the  case 
of  tips  to  which  the  first  sentence  of  section 
6053  is  applicable,  if  the  employee  fails  to 
report  any  of  such  tips  to  the  employer  pur- 
suant to  such  section,  unless  it  is  shown  that 
such  failure  is  due  to  reasonable  cause  and 
not  due  to  willful  neglect,  there  shall  be  paid 
by  the  employee,  in  addition  to  the  tax  im- 
posed by  section  3101  with  respect  to  the 
amount  of  the  tips  which  he  so  failed  to  - 
port,  an  amount  equal  to  such  tax." 

(d)  Section  3111  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
rate  of  tax  on  employers  under  the  Federal 
Insurance  Contributions  Act) ,  as  amended 
by  section  16  of  this  Act,  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  (after  and  below  para- 
graph (4) )  the  following  new  sentence: 

"In  the  case  of  tips  which  constitute  wages, 
the  tax  imposed  by  this  section  shall  be  ap- 
plicable only  to  such  tips  as  are  reported 
by  the  employee  to  the  taxpayer  pursuant  to 
section  6053." 

(e)  The  second  sentence  of  section  3102(a) 
of  such  Code  (relating  to  requirement  of  de- 
duction) is  amended  by  inserting  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
";  and  an  employer  who  is  furnished  by  an 
employee  a  written  statement  of  tips  (re- 
ceived in  a  calendar  month)  to  which  para- 
graph (11)  (B)  of  section  3121(a)  is  appli- 
cable may  deduct  an  amount  equivalent  to 
such  tax  with  respect  to  such  tips  from  any 
wages  of  the  employee  (exclusive  of  tips) 
under  his  control,  even  though  at  the  time 
such  statement  is  furnished  the  total  amount 
of  the  tips  so  reported  by  the  employee  as 
received  in  such  calendar  month  in  the  course 
of  his  employment  by  such  employer  is  less 
than  $20". 

(f)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  tips  re- 
ceived by  employees  after  1964. 

Gross  income  of  farmers 
Sec.  10.  (a)  The  second  sentence  following 
paragraph  (8)  in  section  211(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"$1,800"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "$2,400",  and  by  striking  out 
"$1,200"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "$1,600". 

(b)  The  second  sentence  following  para- 
graph (9)  in  section  1402(a)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  net  earn- 
ings from  self-employment)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "$1,800"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,400",  and 
by  striking  out  "$1,200"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$1,600". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years 
beginning  after  December  31,  1964. 
Elimination  of  prohibition  against  coverage 

of  policemen  and  firemen 

Sec.  11.  (a)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section 
218(d)  (5)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

"(A)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  a 
retirement  system  which  covers — 

"(i)  positions  of  policemen  and  firemen,  or 

"(ii)  positions  of  policemen  or  firemen,  or 
both,  and  other  positions,  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  a  separate  retirement  system  with  respect 
to  the  positions  of  such  policemen  or  fire- 
men, or  both,  as  the  State  desires,  and  no 
positions  of  persons  other  than  policemen  or 
firemen  may  be  included  in  any  such  separate 
retirement  system." 

(b)  Section  218(d)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended — 
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(1)  by  striking  out  ",  and  except  In  the 
case  of  positions  excluded  by  paragraph 
(5)  (A)  "  In  the  first  sentence;  and 

(2)  by  striking  out  "(other  than  a  posi- 
tion excluded  by  paragraph  (5)  (A) )"  in  the 
second  sentence. 

(c)  Section  218(d)(3)  of  such  Act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "excluded  by  or  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (5)  "  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "excluded  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (5)  ". 

(d)  (1)  Section  218(d)(7)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "excluded  by  or  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (5)  "  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "excluded  pursuant  to  paragraph 
(5)". 

(2)  Section  218(d)  (8)  (D)  of  such  Act  Is 
repealed. 

(e)  Section  218(k)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  re- 
pealed. 

(f)  Section  218(p)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

(g)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  apply  only  in  the  case  of  agreements  or 
modifications  agreed  to  after  November  30, 
1984. 

Inclusion  of  Alaska  and  Kentucky  among 
States  permitted  to  divide  their  retirement 
systems 

Sec.  12.  The  first  sentence  of  section 
218(d)  (6)  (C)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  Is 
amended— 

(1)  by  Inserting  "Alaska,"  before  "Cali- 
fornia"; and 

(2)  by  inserting  "Kentucky,"  before 
"Massachusetts". 

Additional  period  for  electing  coverage 
under  divided  retirement  system 

Sec.  13.  The  first  sentence  of  section 
218(d)  (6)  (F)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "1963"  and  Inserting 
In  lieu  thereof  "1966". 

Coverage  for  certain  additional  hospital  em- 
ployees in  California 

Sec.  14.  Section  102 (k)  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1960  is  amended  by 
Inserting  "(1)"  Immediately  after  "(k)  ",  and 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph : 

"(2)  Such  agreement,  as  modified  pursuant 
to  paragraph  ( 1 ) ,  may  at  the  option  of  such 
State  be  further  modified,  at  any  time  prior 
to  the  seventh  month  after  the  month  in 
which  this  paragraph  is  enacted,  so  as  to 
apply  to  services  performed  for  any  hospital 
affected  by  such  earlier  modification  by  any 
individual  who  after  December  31,  1959,  was 
or  is  employed  by  such  State  (or  any  politi- 
cal subdivision  thereof)  in  any  position  de- 
scribed in  paragraph  ( 1 ) .  Such  modification 
shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  (A)  all  serv- 
ices performed  by  such  individual  in  any 
such  position  on  or  after  January  1,  1962, 
and  (B)  all  such  services,  performed  before 
such  date,  with  respect  to  which  amounts 
equivalent  to  the  sum  of  the  taxes  which 
would  have  been  imposed  by  sections  3101 
and  3111  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  if  such -services  had  constituted  employ- 
ment for  purposes  of  chapter  21  of  such 
Code  at  the  time  they  were  performed  have, 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
paragraph,  been  paid." 

Increase  of  earnings  counted  for  benefit  and 
tax  purposes 

Sec.  15.  (a)(1)(A)  Section  209(a)(3)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  in- 
serting "and  before  1965"  after  "1958". 

(B)  Section  209(a)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"(4)  That  part  of  remuneration  which, 
after  remuneration  (other  than  remunera- 
tion referred  to  in  the  succeeding  subsections 
of  this  section)  equal  to  $5,400  with  respect 
to  employment  has  been  paid  to  an  indivi- 
dual during  any  calendar  year  after  1964, 
is  paid  to  such  individual  during  such  cal- 
endar year;". 


(2)  (A)  Section  211(b)  (1)  (C)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  Inserting  "and  before  1965" 
after  "1958",  and  by  striking  out  ";  or"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and". 

(B)  Section  211(b)  (1)  of  such  Act  Is  fur- 
ther amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  For  any  taxable  year  ending  after 
1964,  (i)  $5,400,  minus  (11)  the  amount  of 
the  wages  paid  to  such  Individual  during  the 
taxable  year;  or". 

(3)  (A)  Section  213(a)(2)(H)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "after  1958"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "after  1958  and  be- 
fore 1965,  or  $5,400  in  the  case  of  a  calendar 
year  after  1964". 

(B)  Section  213(a)  (2)  (iii)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "after  1958"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "after  1958  and  be- 
fore 1965,  or  $5,400  in  the  case  of  a  taxable 
year  ending  after  1964". 

(4)  Section  215(e)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "and  the  excess  over 
$4,800  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after 
1958"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the  ex- 
cels over  $4,800  in  the  case  of  any  calendar 
year  after  1958  and  before  1965,  and  the  ex- 
cess over  $5  400  in  the  case  of  any  calendar 
year  after  1964". 

(b)  (1)(A)  Section  1402(b)(1)(C)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to 
definition  of  self -employment  income)  is 
amended  by  inserting  "and  before  1965" 
after  "1958",  and  by  striking  out  ";  or"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ";  and". 

(B)  Section  1402(b)(1)  of  such  Code  is 
further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  subparagraph: 

"(D)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after 
1964,  (i)  $5,400,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of 
the  wages  paid  to  such  individual  during  the 
taxable  year;  or". 

(2)  Section  3121(a)(1)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  definition  of  wages)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "$4,800"  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$5,400". 

(3)  The  second  sentence  of  section  3122 
of  such  Code  (relating  to  Federal  service)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "$4,800"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "$5,400". 

(4)  Section  3125  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
returns  in  the  case  of  governmental  em- 
ployees in  Guam  and  American  Samoa)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "$4,800"  where  it 
appears  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "$5,400". 

(5)  Section  6413(c)(1)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  special  refunds  of  employment 
taxes)  is  amended — 

(A)  by  inserting  "and  prior  to  the  calen- 
dar year  1965"  after  "the  calendar  year 
1958"; 

(B)  by  inserting  after  "exceed  $4,800,"  the 
following:  "or  (C)  during  any  calendar  year 
after  the  calendar  year  1964,  the  wages  re- 
ceived by  him  during  such  year  exceed 
$5,400,"  and 

(C)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following:  "and  before  1965, 
or  which  exceeds  the  tax  with  respect  to  the 
first  $5,400  of  such  wages  received  in  such 
calendar  year  after  1964". 

(6)  Section  6413(c)(2)(A)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  refunds  of  employment  taxes  in 
the  case  of  Federal  employees)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "or  $4,800  for  any  calendar 
year  after  1958"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"$4,800  for  the  calendar  year  1959,  1960,  1961, 
1962,  1963,  or  1964,  or  $5/00  for  any  calendar 
year  .after  1964". 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections 
(a)  (1)  and  (a)  (3)  (A),  and  the  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (b)  (except  paragraph 
(1)  thereof) ,  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to 
remuneration  paid  after  December  1964.  The 
amendments  by  made  subsections  (a)(2), 
(a)  (3)  (B),  and  (b)(1)  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  taxable  years  ending  after  1964. 
The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  (4) 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  calendar 
years  after  1964. 


Changes  in  tax  schedules 
Sec.  16.  (a)  Section  1401  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  rate  of 
tax  on  self-employment  Income)  Is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1401.  Rate  of  tax. 

"In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  shall  be 
Imposed  for  each  taxable  year,  on  the  self- 
employment  income  of  every  individual,  a 
tax  as  follows: 

"(1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1964,  and  before 
January  1,  1966,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  5.7 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employ- 
ment income  for  such  taxable  year; 

"(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1965,  and  before 
January  1,  1968,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employ- 
ment income  for  such  taxable  year; 

"(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1967,  and  before 
January  1,  1971,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6.8 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employ- 
ment income  for  such  taxable  year;  and 

"(4)  In  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  be- 
ginning after  December  31,  1970,  the  tax  shall 
be  equal  to  7.2  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 
self-employment  income  for  such  taxable 
year." 

(b)  Section  3101  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
rate  of  tax  on  employees  under  the  Federal 
Insurance  Contributions  Act)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

"Sec.  3101.  Rate  of  tax. 

"In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  Is  hereby 
imposed  on  the  income  of  every  individual 
a  tax  equal  to  the  following  percentages  of 
the  wages  (as  defined  in  section  3121(a) )  re- 
ceived by  him  with  respect  to  employment 
(as  defined  in  section  3121(b))  — 

"(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during 
the  calendar  year  1965,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8 
percent; 

"(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during 
the  calendar  years  1966  and  1967,  the  rate 
shall  be  4  percent; 

"(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during 
the  calendar  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970,  the 
rate  shall  be  4.5  percent;  and 

"(4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after 
December  31,  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.8  per- 
cent." 

(c)  Section  3111  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
rate  of  tax  on  employers  under  the  Federal 
Insurance  Contributions  Act)  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  3111.  Rate  of  Tax. 

"In  addition  to  other  taxes,-  there  is  hereby 
imposed  on  every  employer  an  excise  tax, 
with  respect  to  having  individuals  in  his 
employ,  equal  to  the  following  percentages 
of  the  wages  (as  defined  in  section  3121(a) ) 
paid  by  him  with  respect  to  employment  (as 
defined  in  section  3121(b) )  — 

"  ( 1 )  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the 
calendar  year  1965,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8  per- 
cent; 

"(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the 
calendar  years  1966  and  1967,  the  rate  shall 
be  4  percent; 

"(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the 
calendar  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970,  the  rate 
shall  be  4.5  percent;  and 

"(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  De- 
cember 31,  1970,  the  rate  6hall  be  4.8  per- 
cent." 

(d)  (1)  The  proviso  in  section  3201  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  employees 
under  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act)  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  "at  such  time" 
the  following:  "(determined  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  3101  as  in  effect  on  June  1, 
1964) ". 

(2)  The  proviso  in  section  3211  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  employee 
representatives  under  Railroad  Retirement 
Tax  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "at 
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such  time"  the  following:  "(determined  un- 
der the  provisions  of  section  3101  as  in  effect 
on  June  1,  1964)  ". 

(3)  Section  3221(b)  of  such  Code  (relating 
to  rate  of  tax  on  employers  under  Railroad 
Retirement  Tax  Act)  is  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  "at  such  time"  the  following:  "(de- 
termined under  the  provisions  of  section 
3111  as  in  effect  on  June  1,  1964)  ". 

(e)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable 
years  beginning  after  December  31,  1964. 
The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (b) 
and  (c)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  re- 
muneration paid  after  December  31,  1964. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Pursuant  to  the 
rule,  no  amendments  are  in  order  ex- 
cept amendments  offered  by  direction  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

Are  there  any  committee  amend- 
ments? 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are 
no  committee  amendments. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  O'Hara  of  Michigan,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee  having  had  under  considera- 
tion the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase 
benefits  under  the  Federal  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system, 
to  provide  child's  insurance  benefits  be- 
yond age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide 
widow's  benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced 
basis,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain  in- 
dividuals not  otherwise  eligible  at  age 
72,  to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the 
trust  funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for 
other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Reso- 
lution 802,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to 
the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  the 
Speaker  announced  that  the  ayes  ap- 
peared to  have  it. 

Mr.  MILLS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  make  the  point  of  order 
that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  388,  nays  8,  not  voting  35, 
as  follows : 

[Roll  No.  193] 


Abbitt 
Abele 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Addabbo 
Albert 
Anderson 
Andrews,  Ala. 
Andrews, 
N.  Dak. 
Arends 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 


YEAS — 388 

Ash  more 

Aspinall 

Auchincloss 

Ayres 

Baldwin 

Barrett 

Barry 

Bass 

Bates 

Battin 

Becker 

Beckworth 

Belcher 


Bell 

Bennett,  Pla. 

Berry 

Betts 

Blatnik 

Boggs 

Boland 

Boiling 

Bolton, 

Prances  P. 
Bolton, 

Oliver  P. 
Bonner 


Bow 

Brademas 

Bray 

Brock 

Bromwell 

Brooks 

Broomfleld 

Brotzman 

Brown,  Ohio 

Broyhill,  N.C. 

Broyhill,  Va. 

Burke 

Burkhalter 

Burleson 

Burton,  Calif. 

Burton,  Utah 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Cahill 

Cameron 

Carey 

Casey 

Cederberg 

Celler 

Chamberlain 
Chelf 

Chenoweth 

Clancy 

Clark 

Clawson,  Del 

Cleveland 

Cohelan 

Collier 

Colmer 

Conte 

Cooley 

Corbett 

Corman 

Cramer 

Cunningham 

Curtin 

Curtis 

Daddario 

Dague 

Daniels 

Davis,  Ga. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Dawson 

Delaney 

Dent 

Denton 

Derounian 

Derwinskl 

Devlne 

Diggs 

Dingell 

Dole 

Donohue 

Dorn 

Dowdy 

Downing 

Dulski 

Dwyer 

Edmondson 

Edwards 

Elliott 

Ellsworth 

Everett 

Fallon 

Farbstein 

Fascell 

Feighan 

Findley 

Finnegan 

Fino 

Fisher 

Flood 

Flynt 

Fogarty 

Ford 

Forrester 

Fountain 

Fraser 

Frelinghuysen 

Friedel 

Fulton,  Pa. 

Fulton,  Tenn. 

Fuqua 

Gallagher 

Garmatz 

Gary 

Gathings 

Giaimo 

Gibbons 

Gilbert 

Gill 

Glenn 

Gonzalez 

Goodell 

Goodling 

Grabowskl 

Grant 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 


Green,  Pa. 

Griffin 

Griffiths 

Gross 

Grover 

Gubser 

Gurney 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Hagen,  Calif. 

Haley 

Hall 

Halleck 

Halpern 

Hanna 

Hansen 

Harding 

Hardy 

Harrison 

Harsha 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Harvey,  Mich. 

Hawkins 

Hays 

Healey 

Hechler 

Henderson 

Herlong 

Hoeven 

Hoffman 

Holifleld 

Holland 

Horan 

Horton 

Hosmer 

Huddleston 

Hull 

Hutchinson 

Ichord 

Jarman 

Jennings 

Jensen 

Joelson 

Johnson,  Calif 

Johnson,  Pa. 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Jonas 

Jones,  Ala.- 

Karsten 

Karth 

Kastenmeier 

Kelly 

Keogh 

Kilgore 

King,  Calif. 

King,  N.Y. 

Kirwan 

Kluczynski 

Knox 

Kornegay 

Kunkel 

Kyi 

Laird 

Landrum 

Langen 

Latta 

Leggett 

Lennon 

Libonati 

Lindsay 

Lipscomb 

Long,  La. 

Long,  Md. 

McClory 

McCulloch 

McDade 

McDowell 

McFall 

Mclntire 

McLoskey 

McMillan 

Macdonald 

MacGregor 

Madden 

Mahon 

Mailliard 

Marsh 

Martin,  Calif. 

Martin,  Mass. 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Mathias 

Matsunaga 

Matthews 

May 

Meader 

Michel 

Miller,  Calif. 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Milliken 

Mills 

Minish 

Minshall 

Monagan 

Montoya 

Moore 


l^oorhead 

Morgan 

Morrison 

Morse 

Morton 

Mosher 

Moss 

Multer 

Murphy,  111. 

Murphy,  N.Y. 

Murray 

Natcher 

Nedzi 

Nelsen 

Nix 

O'Hara,  111. 

O'Hara,  Mich. 

O'Konskl 

Olsen,  Mont. 

Olson,  Minn. 

O'Neill 

Osmers 

Ostertag 

Patman 

Patten 

Pelly 

Pepper 

Perkins 

Philbin 

Pike 

Pillion 

Pirnie 

Poage 

Poff 

Price 

Pucinski 

Purcell 

Quie 

Quillen 

Randall 

Reid,  m. 

Reid,  N.Y. 

Reifel 

Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Rich 

Riehlman 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Robison 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogeis,  Fla. 

Rooney,  N.Y. 

Rooney,  Pa. 

Roosevelt 

Rosenthal 

Rostenkowskl 

Roudebush 

Roush 

Roybal 

Rumsfeld 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

St.  George 

St  Germain 

St.  Onge 

Saylor 

Schadeberg 

Schenck 

Schneebeli 

Schweiker 

Schwengel 

Scott 

Secrest 

Selden 

Senner 

Shipley 

Short 

Shriver 

Sibal 

Sickles 

Sikes 

Siler 

Sisk 

Skubitz 

Smith,  Calif. 

Smith,  Iowa 

Smith,  Va. 

Snyder 

Springer 

Staebler 

Stafford 

Staggers 

Steed 

Stephens 

Stinson 

Stratton 

Stubblefleld 

Sullivan 

Taft 


Talcott 
Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 

Thomas 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Thompson,  Tex 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Tollefson 

Trimble 

Tuck 

Tupper 

Tuten 

Udall 

Ullman 


Beermann 

Bruce 

Foreman 


Van  Deerlln 

Vanlk 

Vinson 

Waggonner 

Watson 

Watts 

Weaver 

Weltner 

Westland 

Whalley 

Wharton 

White 

Whitener 

Whitten 

NAYS — 8 

Johansen 

Pickle 

Pool 


Wickersham 
Widnall 
Williams 
Wilson,  Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles  H. 
Wilson,  Ind. 
Winstead 
Wydler 
Wyman 
Young 
Younger 
Zablocki 


Rogers,  Tex. 
Utt 


NOT  VOTING— 35 


Alger 
Avery 
Baker 
Bai'ing 

Bennett,  Mich. 
Brown,  Calif. 
Buckley 
Clausen, 
Don  H. 
Duncan 
Evins 
Harris 


Hebert 

Jones,  Mo. 

Kee 

Keith 

Kilburn 

Lankford 

Lesinski 

Lloyd 

Morris 

Norblad 

O'Brien,  N.Y. 

Passman 


Pilcher 

Powell 

Rains 

Sheppard 

Slack 

Teague,  Tex. 
Thompson,  La. 
Toll 

Van  Pelt 
Wallhauser 
Willis 
Wright 


So  the  bill  was  passed. 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

Mr.  Hebert  with  Mr.  Don  H.  Clausen. 
Mr.  Evins  with  Mrs.  Baker. 
Mrs.  Kee  with  Mr.  Wallhauser. 
Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Alger. 
Mr.  Toll  with  Mr.  Bennett  of  Michigan. 
Mr.  Duncan  with  Mr.  Kilburn. 
Mr.  Passman  with  Mr.  Avery. 
Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Keith. 
Mr.  Harris  with  Mr.  Van  Pelt. 
Mr.  Lesinski  with  Mr.  Norblad. 
Mr.  Teague  of  Texas  with  Mr.  O'Brien  of 
New  York. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Slack. 
Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Sheppard. 
Mr.  Pilcher  with  Mr.  Lankford. 
Mr.  Morris  with  Mr.  Buckley. 
Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Wright. 

Mr.  BRUCE  changed  his  vote  from 
"yea"  to  "nay." 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 
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on  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1964,  I  would  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  state  my  support  of  the  legisla- 
tion. Had  I  been  present,  I  would  have 
voted  in  favor  of  the  measure. 

I  was  present  during  most  of  the  de- 
bate preceding  the  vote,  and  concur  in 
the  major  provisions  of  the  legislation. 
I  feel  that  some  strengthening  amend- 
ments could  have  been  made  on  the  floor 
and  regret  that  this  was  impossible  under 
the  rule.  Considering  the  rise  in  cost  of 
living  during  the  past  few  years,  I  ques- 
tion whether  a  5 -percent  raise  in  benefits 
is  sufficient.  I  also  question  the  wisdom 
of  completely  ignoring  the  problem  of 
hospital  care  for  the  aged  under  social 
security. 

However,  in  spite  of  the  apparent  de- 
ficiencies, I  supported  H.R.  11865  and 
wish  to  compliment  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means  for  the  competent  man- 
ner in  which  they  handled  a  most  press- 
ing problem. 


SUPPORTING     H.R.     11865— SOCIAL 
SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1964 

(Mr.  KEITH  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Schadeberg)  was  given  permission  to  ex- 
tend his  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. ) 

Mr.  KEITH.  Mr.  Speaker,  although  I 
was  necessarily  absent  during  the  voting 
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2dSesmon  H.  K.  11865 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  31, 1964 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance 


AN  ACT 

increase  benefits  under  the  Federal  Old- Age,  Survivors,  and 
Disability  Insurance  System,  to  provide  child's  insurance 
benefits  beyond  age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's 
benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits 
for  certain  individuals  not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to 
improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the  Trust  Funds,  to  extend 
coverage,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 
tives of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 
That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1964". 


NOTE:  The  bill,  H.R.  11865,  was  considered  in  the  House  under  a  closed 
rule  permitting  only  amendments  offered  by  direction  of  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  such  amendments  not  subject  to  amendment.  No  amend- 
ments were  offered  and  the  bill  passed  the  House  without  amendment  as 
reported  by  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee.  Accordingly,  the  substance  of 
the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  has  not  been  included. 

The  title  page  and  the  final  page  of  the  House-passed  bill  reproduced  here 
show  the  only  changes—identifying  information  and  the  signature  of  the 
clerk  of  the  House. 


47 

1  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  employees  under  Railroad  Retire- 

2  ment  Tax  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "at  such  time,, 

3  the  following :  "  ( determined  under  the  provisions  of  section 

4  3101  as  in  effect  on  June  1,  1964)". 

5  (2)  The  proviso  in  section  3211  of  such  Code  (relating 

6  to  rate  of  tax  on  employee  representatives  under  Eailroad 

7  Retirement  Tax  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  "at  such 

8  time"  the  following:  "(determined  under  the  provisions  of 

9  section  3101  as  in  effect  on  June  1,  1964) ". 

10  (3)  Section  3221  (b)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 

11  tax  on  employers  under  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act)  is 

12  amended  by  inserting  after  "at  such  time"  the  following: 

13  "(determined  under  the  provisions  of  section  3111  as  in 

14  effect  on  June  1,  1964)  ". 

15  (e)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 

16  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  beginning  after 

17  December  31,  1964.   The  amendments  made  by  subsections 

18  (b)  and  (c)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  remuneration 

19  paid  after  December  31,  1964. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  29,  1964. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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Mr.  Mansfield  (for  Mr.  Byrd  of  Virginia),  from  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

together  with 
SUPPLEMENTAL  AND  INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  H.R.  11865] 

The  Committee  on  Finance,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.R. 
11865)  to  increase  benefits  under  the  Federal  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  provide  child's  insurance  benefits 
beyond  age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's  benefits  at  age  60 
on  a  reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals  not 
otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered 
the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recom- 
mend that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

I.  PURPOSE  AND  SCOPE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  purpose  of  the  committee  bill  is  to  improve  the  benefit  and 
coverage  provisions  and  the  financing  structure  of  the  Federal  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  (OASDI)  system.  The  bill  also 
increases  the  Federal  matching  maximum  on  the  State  public  assist- 
ance programs  for  the  needy  aged,  blind,  and  disabled,  and  eliminates 
the  exclusion  of  aged  recipients  who  are  in  mental  and  tuberculosis 
institutions. 

The  last  across-the-board  adjustment  in  social  security  benefits,  and 
the  last  adjustment  in  the  amount  of  annual  earnings  that  is  taxed 
and  credited  toward  benefits  (the  contribution  and  benefit  base),  were 
enacted  in  1958.  In  recognition  of  changes  in  the  economy  since  that 
time  the  bill  provides  for  increasing  the  insurance  benefits  by  5  percent 
across  the  board  and  for  increasing  the  contribution  and  benefit  base. 
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To  permit  payment  of  benefits  to  certain  aged  people  who  did  not 
work  long  enough  under  social  security  to  meet  the  present  work 
requirements  for  benefits  payments,  the  bill  contains  a  special  pro- 
vision reducing  the  covered  work  requirements  for  aged  workers, 
aged  wives,  and  aged  widows.  Benefits  would  be  payable  when  these 
individuals  attain  age  72. 

To  help  children  continue  in  school,  the  bill  provides  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  child's  benefit  beyond  age  18  and  up  to  age  22  if  the  child 
is  in  school  or  college. 

To  improve  the  protection  now  provided  under  the  social  security 
system  for  aged  widows,  the  bill  lowers  the  age  at  which  they  can  first 
become  ehgible  for  benefits  to  age  60  on  a  voluntary  and  an  actuarilly 
reduced  basis. 

Consistent  with  the  policies  established  by  the  Congress,  the 
improvements  made  by  the  bill  will  be  adequately  financed  and  the 
program  will  continue  to  be  self -supporting  on  a  sound  acturial 
basis.  A  Revised  schedule  of  social  security  tax  rates  would  be  pro- 
vided along  with  an  increase  in  the  taxable  earnings  base  which  will 
improve  the  actuarial  balance  over  what  it  is  at  the  present  time. 

The  bill  also  will  provide  for  increasing  the  total  allocation  to  the 
Federal  disability  insurance  trust  fund  in  order  to  strengthen  the 
disability  fund. 

II.  SUMMARY  OF  PRINCIPAL  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance 

a.  five-percent  across-the-board  increase  in  insurance  benefit 

payments 

The  bill  would  increase  the  benefit  payments  under  present  law  by  5 
percent  for  all  persons  now  on  the  benefit  rolls,  and  there  would  be 
corresponding  increases  for  all  future  beneficiaries. 

1.  Workers,  dependents,  and  survivors  benefits 

For  workers  retiring  at  age  65  with  average  monthly  earnings  of 
$400  or  less,  monthly  payments  would  range  from  $42  to  $133.40 
for  primary  beneficiaries  as  compared  with  $40  to  $127  under  present 
law.  Primary  benefits  ranging  up  to  $143.40  would  be  payable  to 
people  who  retire  and  come  on  the  benefit  rolls  in  the  future  as  the 
increase  in  the  earnings  base  that  the  committee  is  recommending 
makes  possible  the  counting  of  up  to  $5,400  of  annual  earnings  toward 
benefits.  Survivors  and  dependents  benefits  would  also  be  propor- 
tionately increased. 

2.  Family  benefits 

Under  present  law,  the  ceiling  on  the  total  amount  of  family  benefits 
payable  on  a  worker's  earnings  record  ranges  from  $60  to  $254  a 
month,  depending  on  the  worker's  average  monthly  earnings.  Under 
the  bill  the  minimum  amount  of  monthly  benefits  for  a  family  would 
be  raised  to  $63  and  the  maximum  would  be  $281.20  at  the  $400  aver- 
age monthly  earnings  level,  which  is  the  highest  possible  under  the 
present  $4,800  earnings  base.  In  the  future,  maximum  family  benefit 
amounts  up  to  $300  would  be  payable  as  the  $5,400  earnings  base 
that  the  bill  would  provide  becomes  effective  and  average  monthly 
earnings  rise  above  $400. 
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3.  Number  of  beneficiaries  and  effective  date 

The  5-percent  across-the-board  increase  would  be  effective  for  the 
20  million  beneficiaries  on  the  rolls  in  their  benefit  payments  which 
are  due  for  the  second  calendar  month  following  the  date  of  enact- 
ment. 

For  the  first  full  year,  1965,  it  is  estimated  that  $925  million  in 
additional  benefit  amounts  would  be  paid  as  a  result  of  this  5-percent 
increase. 

B.  PAYMENT  OF  BENEFITS  TO  CERTAIN  AGED  PERSONS 

The  bill  would  provide  limited  benefits  for  certain  aged  individuals 
who  have  some  social  security  coverage  but  not  enough  to  meet  the 
minimum  required  by  existing  law. 

A  special  provision  would  liberalize  the  eligibility  requirements  so 
that  certain  aged  people  who  do  not  meet  the  work  requirements  in 
present  law  could  qualify  for  benefits  on  the  basis  of  as  few  as  three 
quarters  of  coverage.  Upon  attaining  age  72,  a  worker  or  widow  who 
qualifies  under  these  provisions  would  get  a  monthly  benefit  of  $35; 
a  wife  who  qualifies  would  get  a  benefit  of  $17.50. 

1 .  Men  and  women  workers 

To  accomplish  the  above,  a  new  concept  of  "transitional  insured" 
status  under  the  bill  would  provide  that  these  oldest  workers  will 
receive  benefits  with  only  three  quarters  of  coverage,  as  contrasted 
with  the  present  requirement  of  six  quarters.  For  those  workers  who 
are  not  quite  so  old,  the  quarters  of  coverage  requirement  would 
increase  until  the  requirement  merges  with  the  present  minimum 
requirement  of  six  quarters. 

The  following  table  illustrates  the  operation  of  the  "transitional 
insured"  status  provision  for  workers: 


Transitional  insured  status  requirements  for  worker's  benefits 


Men 

Women 

Age  (in  1965) 

Quarters  of  cov- 
erage required 

Age  (in  1965) 

Quarters  of  cov- 
erage required 

76  or  over   

3. 
4. 
5. 

6  or  more. 

73  or  over   _   

3. 
4. 
5. 

6  or  more. 

75  

72  

74  

71  

73  or  younger  

70  or  younger  

Thus,  to  be  eligible  for  benefits  an  individual  must  both  (1)  meet 
the  above  coverage  requirements,  and  (2)  have  attained  age  72. 

2.  Wives 

A  wife's  benefit  would  be  payable  at  age  72  to  the  wife  of  a  worker 
who  qualified  for  benefits  under  the  transitional  provisions  if  she  at- 
tains age  72  before  1968. 

3.  Widows 

Any  widow  who  is  age  72  or  over  in  1965,  if  her  husband  died  or 
reached  age  65  in  1954  or  earlier,  would  get  a  widow's  benefit  if  her 
husband  had  at  least  three  quarters  of  coverage.  Present  law  requires 
six  quarters.    If  the  husband  died  or  reached  65  in  1955,  the  require- 
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merit  is  four  quarters.  If  he  died  or  reached  65  in  1956,  the  require- 
ment would  be  five  quarters.  If  he  died  or  reached  65  in  1957  or 
later,  the  minimum  requirement  would  be  six  quarters,  the  same  as 
present  law. 

For  widows  reaching  age  72  in  1966  and  1967,  there  is  a  grading-in 
of  coverage  requirement  of  four  or  five  quarters  of  coverage,  respec- 
tively. Widows  reaching  age  72  in  1968  or  after  would  be  subject  to 
the  requirements  of  existing  law  of  six  or  more  quarters  of  coverage. 

The  table  below  sets  forth  the  requirements  as  to  widows : 


Transitional  insured  status  requirements  for  widow's  benefits 


Year  of  husband's 
death  (or  attainment 
of  age  65,  if  earlier) 

Present  quarters 
required 

Proposed  quarters  required  for  widow  attaining  age  72  in — 

1965  or  before 

1966 

1967 

1954  or  before  

6  

3.   

4   

5. 
5. 
5. 

6  or  more. 

1955   

6   

4...   

4  

1956  

6  

5  

5  

1957  or  after   

6  or  more  

6  or  more  

6  or  more  

4-  Persons  affected,  benefits,  and  effective  date 

These  provisions  would  become  effective  for  the  second  month  after 
the  month  of  enactment.  It  is  estimated  that  400,000  individuals 
will  be  added  to  the  social  security  benefit  rolls  by  this  provision,  with 
such  benefits  totaling  about  $160  million  in  1965. 

C.  PAYMENT  OF  CHILD'S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  TO  CHILDREN  ATTEND- 
ING SCHOOL  OR  COLLEGE  AFTER  ATTAINMENT  OF  AGE  18  AND  UP  TO 
AGE  22 

The  bill  would  provide  for  the  payment  of  child's  insurance  benefits 
until  the  child  reaches  age  22,  provided  the  child  is  attending  school, 
including  a  vocational  school,  or  college  as  a  full-time  student  after 
he  reaches  age  18. 

This  provision  would  become  effective  for  the  month  following  the 
month  of  enactment.  It  is  estimated  that  275,000  children  will  bene- 
fit in  the  total  amount  of  $175  million  under  this  provision  in  1965. 

D.  BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  AT  AGE  60 

The  bill  would  provide  for  the  payment  of  benefits  to  widows 
beginning  at  age  60  at  their  election,  with  the  benefits  payable  to 
those  who  claim  them  before  age  62  actuarially  reduced  to  take 
account  of  the  longer  period  over  which  they  will  be  paid.  Under 
present  law,  widow's  benefits  are  payable  at  the  earliest  at  age  62. 

This  provision  would  be  effective  for  months  after  the  month  of 
enactment.  In  the  first  full  year,  1965,  it  is  estimated  that  180,000 
widows  will  take  advantage  of  this  provision  and  receive  $150  million 
in  benefits. 
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E.  COVERAGE  EXTENSIONS  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

1 .  Employees  of  States  and  localities 

(a)  Division  oj  retirement  systems. — Alaska  and  Kentucky  would  be 
added  to  the  list  of  17  States  that  may  cover  State  and  local  govern- 
ment employees  under  the  divided  retirement  system  provision. 

This  amendment  would  be  effective  upon  enactment. 

(b)  Certain  hospital  employees. — Coverage  would  be  extended  to 
certain  hospital  employees  in  California  whose  positions  were  removed 
from  a  State  or  local  government  retirement  system. 

In  general,  the  coverage  provided  under  this  special  provision  begins 
on  January  1,  1962. 

(c)  Extension  oj  time  for  election  of  coverage.- — Another  opportunity 
would  be  provided,  through  1965,  for  the  election  of  coverage  by  people 
who  originally  did  not  choose  coverage  under  the  divided  retirement 
system  provision. 

2.  Computation  of  self-employment  income  from  agriculture 

The  maximum  amount  of  gross  farm  income  that  farmers  may  use 
in  computing  covered  farm  self-employment  income,  under  the 
optional  reporting  method  based  on  gross  income,  would  be  increased 
from  $1,800  to  $2,400. 

This  amendment  would  be  effective  with  respect  to  taxable  years 
ending  after  December  31,  1964. 

3.  Changes  in  House  bill  provisions 

The  provision  in  the  House  bill  extending  coverage  to  self-employed 
physicians  has  been  deleted  because  the  national  association  repre- 
senting 70  percent  of  the  physicians  in  the  United  States  has,  once 
again,  indicated  to  the  committee  its  opposition  to  the  inclusion  of 
self-employed  physicians. 

The  committee  has  also  deleted  the  House  provision  which  would 
have  repealed  the  longstanding  prohibition  against  the  social  security 
coverage  of  policemen  and  firemen  under  State  and  local  retirement 
systems.  The  committee  believes  the  present  method  of  providing 
such  coverage  on  a  State-by-State  basis  offers  both  an  opportunity 
for  those  who  wish  coverage  to  obtain  it  while  it  continues  the  safe- 
guards which  organizations  representing  policemen  and  firemen 
believe  are  necessary  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  their  unique  retire- 
ment systems. 

Finally,  the  committee  deleted  the  section  of  the  House  bill  pro- 
viding for  the  coverage  of  cash  tips.  The  committee  was  not  alto- 
gether convinced  that  this  was  a  workable  provision,  and  believes 
that  it  might  unduly  burden  employers  and  employees  and  tend  to 
disrupt  traditional  working  relationships  in  industries  where  tipping 
plays  a  major  role. 

F.  AUTOMATIC  RECOMPUTATION  OF  BENEFITS 

The  retirement  benefits  of  people  on  the  rolls  would  be  recomputed 
automatically  each  year  to  take  account  of  any  covered  earnings  that 
the  worker  might  have  had  in  the  previous  year  that  would  increase 
his  benefit  amount. 
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G.  OTHER  PROVISIONS 

The  committee  has  also  extended  the  period  for  filing  proof  of 
support  and  apphcations  for  dependent  husbands,  widowers,  and 
parents  or  for  lump-sum  death  payments  and  has  made  certain  changes 
so  as  to  preserve  existing  relationships  for  individuals  who  are  also 
entitled  to  benefits  under  the  railroad  retirement  system  and  from  the 
Veterans'  Administration. 

H.  FINANCING  PROVISIONS 

1.  Increase  in  the  earnings  base 

The  earnings  base  which  establishes  the  amount  of  annual  earnings 
that  is  subject  to  tax  for  the  support  of  the  program  and  which  is 
used  in  determining  social  security  benefits  would  be  increased  so  that 
earnings  up  to  $5,400  would  be  so  taxed  and  counted  beginning  with 
1965.    The  base  is  $4,800  under  present  law. 

2.  Revision  and  increases  in  the  tax  schedule 

Under  the  bill,  the  schedule  of  social  security  contribution  rates 
would  be  modified  as  follows: 


[In  percent] 


Year 

Contribution  rates 

Employer  and  em- 
ployee, each 

Self-employed 

Present 
law 

H.R.  11865 

Present 
law 

H.R.  11865 

1965     

3. 625 
4. 125 
4.  625 
4.625 

3.8 
4.0 
4.5 
4.8 

5.4 
6.2 
6.9 
6.9 

5.7 
6.0 
6.8 
7.2 

1966-67    

1968-70  

1971   -  -  -  

3.  Reallocation  of  contribution  income  between  the  trust  funds 

Under  the  bill,  an  additional  0.15  percent  of  taxable  wages  and 
0.1125  percent  of  taxable  self -employment  income  would  be  allocated 
to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  bringing  the  total  allocation  to 
0.65  and  0.4875  percent,  respectively.  A  corresponding  amount 
would  be  deducted  from  the  allocation  to  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund,  making  a  more  realistic  allocation  to  each  and 
leaving  both  trust  funds  in  an  actuarially  sound  position. 

If..  Effect  oj  financing  provisions 

The  net  effect  of  the  bill  is  to  improve  slightly  the  acturial  soundness 
of  the  program. 
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Public  Assistance 

a.  increase  in  federal  matching  maximum 

The  committee  added  an  amendment  which  would  increase  the 
maximum  amount  which  will  be  matched  by  the  Federal  Government 
by  $5  a  month  per  individual  in  the  State  public  assistance  programs 
for  the  aged,  the  blind,  and  the  disabled.  The  cost  of  this  proposal 
will  be  about  $35  million  a  year. 

B.  MENTAL  AND  TUBERCULOSIS  EXCLUSION 

An  amendment  was  also  added  which  removes  the  prohibition 
in  the  public  assistance  medical  programs  for  the  aged  against  pay- 
ments to  persons  in  mental  or  tuberculosis  institutions. 

The  cost  of  this  proposal  is  about  $150  million  a  year. 

III.  DISCUSSION  OF  PRINCIPAL  PROVISIONS 
Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance 
a.  five-percent  across-the-board  increase  in  benefit  payments 

The  committee  believes  that  a  general  increase  in  social  security 
benefits  is  necessary  at  this  time.  Nearly  20  million  people  now  get 
social  security  checks,  and  for  the  overwhelming  majority  of  these 
people — disabled  and  aged  retired  workers,  aged  wives  and  widows, 
and  orphaned  children  and  their  widowed  mothers — the  benefits  are 
the  major  source  of  support;  for  a  great  many,  they  are  the  only  source. 
The  last  general  benefit  increase  was  enacted  in  1958  and  was  effective 
with  benefits  payable  for  January  1959.  Since  that  date  there  have 
been  changes  in  wages,  prices,  and  other  aspects  of  the  economy. 

The  bill  would  provide  for  an  increase  of  5  percent  over  the  benefit 
levels  now  provided  on  average  earnings  up  to  $400  a  month.  For 
retired  workers  now  on  the  benefit  rolls,  monthly  payments  would 
range  from  $42  to  $133.40,  as  compared  with  $40  to  $127  under  present 
law,  effective  for  payments  for  the  second  month  after  the  month  of 
enactment.  People  coming  on  the  rolls  in  the  future  whose  benefits 
are  based  on  annual  earnings  of  $4,800  or  less  would  get  benefits 
5  percent  higher  than  they  would  get  under  present  law.  However, 
because  of  the  increase  the  committee  is  proposing  in  the  earnings 
base,  people  coming  on  the  rolls  in  the  future  with  benefits  based  on 
annual  earnings  of  more  than  $4,800  would  of  course  get  benefits  of 
more  than  $133.40;  the  ultimate  maximum  benefit  amount,  payable 
on  average  monthly  earnings  of  $450,  would  be  $143.40.  Table  1 
presents  illustrative  benefit  amounts  for  various  family  groups  under 
the  bill  as  compared  with  present  law. 
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Table  1. —  Illustrative  monthly  benefits  payable  under  present  law  and  committee  bill 


Old-age  benefits  1 


Average  monthly  wage 

Worker 

Man  and  wife ' 

Widow  aged 
62,  widower, 
or  parent 

Widow 
aged 
60  3 

Widow  and  2 
children 

Pres- 

Pres- 

Pres- 

Pres- 

ent 

Bill 

ent 

Bill 

ent 

Bill 

Bill 

ent 

Bill* 

law 

law 

law 

law 

$67  or  less   

$40.00 

$42.  00 

$60.00 

$63.00 

$40.00 

$42.00 

$36.  40 

$60.00 

$63.00 

$100   

59.00 

62. 00 

88.50 

93.00 

48. 70 

51.20 

44.40 

88.50 

93.00 

$150    

73.00 

76.70 

109.  50 

115. 10 

60.30 

63.30 

54.90 

120.00 

120. 00 

$200   

84.00 

88.20 

126.00 

132. 30 

69.30 

72.80 

63. 10 

161.  70 

161.  70 

$250     

95.00 

99.80 

142.  50 

149.  70 

78. 40 

82.40 

71.  50 

202.  50 

202.  50 

$300     

105.00 

110.30 

157.  50 

165.  50 

86.70 

91.00 

78.90 

236.40 

240.00 

$350...   

116.00 

121.  80 

174.00 

182.  70 

95.70 

100.  50 

87. 10 

254. 10 

260.  40 

$400   

127.00 

133. 40 

190.  50 

200. 10 

104.  80 

110. 10 

95.50 

254. 10 

281.  40 

$450   

(•) 

143. 40 

(») 

215. 10 

(0 

118. 40 

102.  70 

(«) 

300.00 

Survivors  benefits 


1  Worker  aged  65  or  over  at  time  of  retirement,  and  wife  aged  65  or  over  at  the  time  when  she  comes  on  the 
rolls. 

2  Survivor  benefit  amounts  for  a  widow  and  1  child  or  for  2  parents  would  be  the  same  as  shown  below. 
s  Not  applicable  under  present  law. 

*  For  families  on  the  benefit  roll  in  the  month  after  the  month  of  enactment  who  are  affected  by  the  maxi- 
mum-benefit provisions,  the  amounts  payable  under  the  bill  would,  in  some  cases,  be  somewhat  higher  than 
those  shown  here  (namely,  for  the  cases  where  the  average  montly  wages  are  $150  through  $350) 

'  Not  applicable  since  maximum  average  monthly  wage  possible  is  $400. 


Family  maximum. — Under  the  bill  the  maximum  amount  of  benefits 
payable  to  a  family  would  be  related  to  the  worker's  average  monthly 
earnings  at  the  higher  earnings  level,  as  well  as  at  the  lower  levels  as 
under  present  law.  Under  present  law,  the  $254  maximum  applies  at 
all  average  monthly  earnings  levels  above  $314 ;  under  the  bill,  a  differ- 
ent family  maximum  amount  would  be  provided  at  virtually  every 
average  monthly  wage  bracket  in  the  benefit  table,  from  a  minimum 
of  $63  to  a  maximum  of  $300.  The  maximum  amount  payable  to  a 
family  now  on  the  benefit  rolls  would  be  $281.20,  as  compared  with 
$254  under  present  law. 


B.  PAYMENT  OP  BENEFITS  TO  CERTATN  AGED  PERSONS 


The  committee  recommends  that  special  insured  status  provisions 
be  adopted  so  that  social  security  benefits  can  be  provided  for  people 
who,  though  they  worked  in  covered  jobs,  did  not  have  the  opportunity 
to  work  long  enough  to  become  insured  under  the  program,  and  for  the 
wives  and  widows  of  men  in  this  category.  About  400,000  people 
would  become  eligible  immediately  for  social  security  benefits  under 
these  provisions. 

The  present  law  requires  a  minimum  of  six  quarters  of  coverage  for 
insured  status;  this  has  the  effect  of  requiring  that  people  who  reached 
retirement  age  (65  for  men,  62  for  women)  in  1954  or  earlier  have 
two  quarters  of  coverage  for  each  year  that  has  elapsed  after  1950 
and  before  1954  to  be  insured.  The  general  requirement  for  insured 
status,  on  the  other  hand,  is  only  one  quarter  of  coverage  for  each 
elapsed  year  after  1 950  and  up  to  the  year  of  death  or  retirement  age, 
whichever  is  eai  tier. 

Under  the  bill,  the  provision  in  present  law  under  which  a  worker 
needs  one  quarter  of  coverage  for  each  elapsed  year  to  be  fully  insured 
would  continue  to  be  applied  but  with  a  minimum  requirement  as 
low  as  three  qu  rters  of  coverage  rather  than  six.    Thus,  a  person 
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could  be  insured  with  three  quarters  of  coverage  if  he  attained  retire- 
ment age  in  1954,  with  four  quarters  of  coverage  if  he  attained 
retirement  age  in  1955,  and  with  five  quarters  of  coverage  if  he  attained 
retirement  age  in  1956. 

Benefits  would  be  payable  to  workers  insured  under  the  special 
provision  when  they  attain  age  72,  and  at  age  72  such  workers'  wives 
who  attain  age  72  before  1968. 

Widow's  benefits  would  be  payable  under  the  special  provision  to  a 
widow  who  reached  age  72  before  1968  if  her  husband  had  qualified  for 
old-age  benefits  under  the  special  provisions.  Also,  a  widow  whose 
husband  had  attained  age  65  or  died  before  1957  without  being  insured 
could  get  benefits  if  the  husband  had  at  least  one  quarter  of  coverage 
for  each  year  after  1950  and  up  to  the  year  he  reached  age  65,  or  died  if 
earlier,  but  not  less  than  three  quarters  of  coverage,  and  if  she  attained 
age  72  in  or  before  1965,  or  if  he  had  four  quarters  of  coverage  and  she 
attained  age  72  in  1966,  or  if  he  had  five  quarters  of  coverage  and  she 
attained  age  72  in  1967. 

Under  these  provisions  tba  benefit  amount  for  a  worker  would  be 
$35  per  month;  for  his  wife,  $17.50  per  month;  for  his  widow,  $35  per 
month. 

Benefits  will  be  payable  for  and  after  the  second  month  following 
the  month  of  enactment. 

C.  PAYMENT  OF  CHILD'S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  TO  CHILDREN  ATTENDING 
SCHOOL  OR  COLLEGE  AFTER  ATTAINMENT  OF  AGE  18  AND  UP  TO  AGE  22 

Under  present  law  a  child  beneficiary  is  considered  dependent,  and 
is  paid  benefits,  until  he  reaches  age  18,  or  after  that  age  if  disabled  and 
if  he  was  disabled  before  age  18.  The  committee  believes  that  a  child 
over  age  18  who  is  attending  school  full  time  is  dependent  just  as  a 
child  under  18  or  a  disabled  older  child  is  dependent,  and  that  it  is  not 
realistic  to  stop  such  a  child's  benefits  at  age  18.  A  child  who  cannot 
look  to  a  father  for  support  (because  he  has  died,  is  disabled,  or  is  re- 
tired) is  at  a  disadvantage  in  completing  his  education  in  comparison 
with  the  child  who  still  has  his  father  to  depend  on.  Not  only  may  the 
child  be  prevented  from  going  to  college  by  loss  of  parental  support 
and  loss  of  his  benefits ;  he  may  even  be  prevented  from  finishing  high 
school  or  going  to  a  vocational  school.  With  many  employers  requir- 
ing more  than  a  high  school  education  as  a  condition  for  employment, 
education  beyond  the  high  school  level  has  become  almost  a  necessity 
in  preparing  for  work. 

The  committee  believes  it  is  now  appropriate  and  desirable  to 
provide  social  security  benefits  for  children  who  are  full-time  stu- 
dents between  the  ages  of  18  and  22  and  most  of  whom  will  have  sut- 
fered  a  loss  of  parental  support.  The  provision  would  be  applicable  as 
to  those  students  whose  social  security  child's  benefits  had  already 
terminated  at  age  18  as  well  as  to  those  children  currently  on  the  rolls. 
The  median  age  of  students  graduating  from  high  school  is  about  18; 
providing  benefits  to  age  22  would  mean  that  generally  a  child's 
benefits  could  continue  for  the  time  it  would  take  him  to  complete  a 
4-year  college  course. 

School  is  defined  broadly  to  permit  payments  to  students  taking 
vocational  or  academic  courses.  It  includes  all  schools,  colleges,  and 
universities  which  are  public  or  accredited.  Full-time  attendance  at 
school  would  be  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
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and  Welfare  in  light  of  the  standards  and  practices  of  the  school  in- 
volved. Specifically  excluded,  however,  would  be  an  individual  paid 
by  his  employer  to  attend  school.  Benefits  would  be  paid  during 
normal  school  vacation  periods  as  well  as  during  the  school  year. 

The  bill  would  not  provide  for  the  continuation  of  mother's  benefits 
in  such  cases,  unless,  of  course,  the  mother  still  had  in  her  care  younger 
children  under  the  age  of  18  who  are  receiving  benefits.  Thus,  the 
bill  would  not  provide  for  the  payment  of  benefits  to  the  mother  whose 
only  child  is  over  18  and  getting  benefits  because  he  is  attending  school. 
There  is  less  need  to  pay  benefits  to  the  mother  in  such  cases,  since  she 
is  not  required  to  stay  at  home  to  care  for  the  child  as  she  may  have 
been  when  he  was  younger. 

An  estimated  275,000  children  aged  18  to  21  on  the  effective  date 
of  this  provision  are  expected  to  claim  benefits  during  the  first  year  of 
operation.  Benefit  payments  to  these  children  would  be  about  $175 
million  in  the  first  year. 

D.  BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  AT  AGE  60 

Under  present  law,  the  earliest  age  at  which  a  widow  can  qualify 
for  benefits  based  on  the  earnings  of  her  deceased  husband  is  62. 
Many  women  are  widowed  years  after  having  left  the  labor  market 
to  become  housewives  and  mothers,  and  they  lack  the  skills  neces- 
sary to  qualify  for  reasonably  suitable  employment.  Women  who  are 
widowed  in  their  late  fifties  and  sixties  are  often  denied  employment 
because  of  their  age. 

The  bill  would  provide  for  the  payment  of  aged  widow's  benefits 
beginning  at  age  60,  with  the  benefits  actuarially  reduced  to  take 
account  of  the  longer  period  over  which  they  would  be  paid.  This 
provision  would  thus  extend  to  these  individuals  a  choice  of  retiring 
at  any  time  between  age  60  and  62,  with  a  proportionately  reduced 
benefit,  or  of  waiting  until  age  62  to  receive  a  full  benefit.  The  amount 
of  the  reduction  is  sufficient  to  assure  that  over  the  long  run  there 
will  be  no  additional  cost  to  the  social  security  system  as  a  result  of 
the  earlier  payment  of  the  benefits.  If  the  widow  chose  to  get  her 
benefits  starting  at  age  60  her  benefit  would  be  reduced  by  five-ninths 
of  1  percent  for  each  month  in  which  it  was  paid  before  age  62,  or,  in 
other  words,  by  13%  percent.  The  reduced  benefit  at  age  60  would 
amount  to  71%  percent  of  the  deceased  husband's  primary  benefit  (at 
age  62  the  full  benefit  equals  82%  percent  of  the  deceased  husband's 
primary  benefit). 

An  estimated  180,000  widows  aged  60  to  61  on  the  effective  date  of 
this  provision  are  expected  to  claim  benefits  during  the  first  year  of 
operation.  Benefit  payments  to  these  widows  would  be  about  $150 
million  in  the  first  year. 

E.   COVERAGE  EXTENSIONS  AND  IMPROVEMENTS 

1.  Coverage  provisions  applying  to  employees  of  States  and  localities 
(a)  Addition  of  Alaska  and  Kentucky  to  the  States  which  may  provide 
coverage  through  division  of  retirement  systems.- — -Under  a  provision  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  which  is  designed  to  facilitate  the  extension  of 
social  security  coverage  to  members  of  State  and  local  government 
retirement  systems,  17  specified  States  (and  all  interstate  instru- 
mentalities) are  permitted  to  divide  a  State  or  local  government 
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retirement  system  into  two  parts  for  purposes  of  social  security 
coverage,  one  part  consisting  of  the  positions  of  members  who  desire 
coverage,  and  the  other  consisting  of  the  positions  of  members  who  do 
not  desire  coverage.  Services  performed  by  employees  in  the  part 
consisting  of  the  positions  of  members  who  desire  coverage  may  then 
be  covered  under  social  security,  and,  once  those  service  are  covered, 
the  services  of  all  persons  who  in  the  future  become  members  of  the 
retirement  system  must  also  be  covered.  The  17  States  which  are  now 
permitted  to  extend  coverage  under  this  provision  are  California, 
Connecticut,  Florida,  Georgia,  Hawaii,  Massachusetts,  Minnesota, 
New  Mexico,  New  York,  North  Dakota,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island, 
Tennessee,  Texas,  Vermont,  Washington,  and  Wisconsin.  The 
committee's  bill  would  add  Alaska  and  Kentucky  to  this  group  of 
States. 

(b)  Coverage  for  certain  additional  hospital  employees  in  California. — 
The  bill  would  modify  a  provision  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1960  which  made  coverage  under  the  social  security  program 
avadable  to  certain  hospital  employees  in  the  State  of  California  who 
had  performed  services  at  some  time  during  the  period  from  January  1, 
1957,  through  December  31,  1959,  with  respect  to  which  contributions 
had  been  erroneously  paid  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  prior  to 
July  1,  1960.  The  1960  legislation  provided  for  crediting  the  remuner- 
ation which  had  been  erroneously  reported  during  the  1957-59  period, 
and  for  covering  the  services  performed  after  1959  by  the  individuals 
for  whom  the  erroneous  reportings  had  been  made.  The  committee's 
bill  provides  for  covering,  beginning  with  January  1,  1962,  the  services 
of  hospital  employees  employed  in  the  positions  in  question  after  1959, 
and  for  crediting  remuneration  erroneously  reported  for  them  for 
periods  prior  to  1962  if  contributions  with  respect  to  such  remunera- 
tion have  been  paid  before  the  enactment  of  the  bill. 

The  individuals  who  would  be  affected  by  the  committee's  bill 
could  not  be  covered  under  the  1960  legislation,  since  they  were  not 
in  the  group  for  which  erroneous  reports  had  been  filed  during  the  1957 
through  1959  period.  And,  like  the  employees  to  whom  the  1960 
legislation  applied,  they  cannot  be  covered  under  the  generally 
applicable  provisions  of  the  Social  Security  Act  providing  coverage 
for  employees  of  States  and  localities. 

Generally  speaking,  the  Social  Security  Act  does  not  permit  States 
to  bring  under  social  security  coverage  persons  whom  the  States  have 
removed  from  coverage  under  a  State  and  local  retirement  system. 
The  positions  of  the  employees  in  question  were  removed  from  cover- 
age under  the  California  State  employees  retirement  system  effective 
July  1,  1957,  without  awareness  that  this  section  established  a  bar  to 
future  social  security  coverage.  This  misunderstanding  led  to  the 
erroneous  reports,  and  created  the  need  for  the  1960  amendment. 

The  employees  to  whom  the  bill  is  directed  have  the  same  need  for 
coverage  as  those  to  whom  the  1960  legislation  applied,  and  are 
barred  from  coverage  under  the  general  provisions  of  law  in  the  same 
way  as  were  the  employees  covered  by  the  1960  legislation.  The 
committee  believes  that  they  should  be  given  the  same  opportunity 
to  obtain  protection  under  the  social  security  program  as  was  given 
in  1960  to  hospital  employees  in  a  similar  situation. 

(c)  Facilitating  coverage  under  the  provision  for  division  of  State  and 
local  government  retirement  systems. — The  bill  would  provide  a  further 
opportunity  for  election  of  social  secuirty  coverage  by  employees  of 
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States  and  localities  who  did  not  elect  coverage  when  they  previously 
had  the  opportunity  to  do  so  under  the  provision  permitting  specified 
States  to  cover  only  those  members  of  a  retirement  system  who  desire 
coverage.  Under  the  present  provision,  the  specified  States  may, 
during  the  2-year  period  after  coverage  of  a  group  is  approved,  cover 
additional  employees  who  request  coverage.  (However,  employees 
hired  after  coverage  of  the  group  is  originally  approved  are  covered 
on  a  compulsory  basis.)  The  bill  would  reopen,  or  hold  open  through 
December  31,  1965,  the  opportunity  for  election  of  coverage  by  those 
employees  who  had  not  elected  coverage  before  the  expiration  of  the 
2-year  period  following  approval  of  the  coverage  of  their  group. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  employees  who  initially  failed  to 
elect  coverage  under  the  divided  retirement  system  provision  were 
provided  two  subsequent  opportunities  for  election  of  coverage  under 
amendments  made  to  the  Social  Security  Act  in  1958  and  1961. 
Although  in  general  it  is  important  that  the  time  limits  for  electing 
coverage  be  maintained  and  that  it  be  known  they  will  be  maintained, 
this  situation  involves  special  circumstances  which  seem  to  the 
committee  to  justify  providing  one  additional  opportunity.  The 
committee  believes,  however,  that  in  the  future  there  should  be  no 
further  reopening  of  the  opportunity  for  electing  coverage  under  the 
divided  retirement  system  provisions  beyond  that  which  would  be 
provided  under  this  bill.  We  urge  that  those  now  contemplating 
participation  in  the  program  take  timely  action  to  exercise  their 
choice. 

The  social  security  coverage  of  employees  obtaining  coverage  as  a 
result  of  the  further  opportunity  provided  by  the  proposed  amend- 
ment would  be  required  to  begin  on  the  same  date  as  was  provided 
when  their  group  was  originally  covered.  Thus,  the  employees 
electing  coverage  as  a  result  of  this  amendment  would  have  no  choice 
as  to  the  beginning  date  for  their  coverage. 

2.  Computation  of  self-employment  income  from  agriculture 

Under  present  law,  persons  with  net  earnings  from  ffarm  self- 
employment  have  the  following  option  in  reporting  for  social  security 
purposes:  (a)  If  annual  gross  income  from  agricultural  self-employ- 
ment is  not  over  $1,800,  either  actual  net  earnings  or  66%  percent  of 
gross  income  may  be  reported;  (b)  if  gross  income  from  agricultural 
self-employment  is  over  $1,800  and  net  earnings  are  less  than  $1,200, 
either  net  earnings  or  $1,200  (two-thirds  of  $1,800)  may  be  reported; 
and  (c)  if  the  annual  gross  income  is  more  than  $1,800  and  net  earnings 
are  $1,200  or  more,  actual  net  earnings  must  be  reported. 

The  bill  approved  by  the  committee  would  retain  the  present 
option  in  the  reporting  of  farm  self -employment  income  but  would 
raise  the  level  of  income  which  may  be  reported  under  the  gross 
income  option  by  increasing  the  $1,800  figure  to  $2,400  and  the 
$1,200  figure  to  $1,600. 

Thus,  persons  with  agricultural  self -employment  would  be  per- 
mitted to  use  the  following  option  in  reporting  their  earnings  from 
agricultural  self-employment  for  social  security  purposes:  (a)  if  annual 
gross  income  from  agricultural  self-employment  is  not  over  $2,400, 
either  actual  net  earnings  or  66%  percent  of  gross  income  may  be 
reported;  (b)  if  gross  income  from  agricultural  self-employment  is 
over  $2,400  and  actual  net  earnings  are  less  than  $1,600,  either  actual 
net  earnings  or  $1,600  may  be  reported;  and  (c)  if  gross  earnings  are 
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more  than  $2,400  and  net  earnings  are  more  than  $1,600,  the  actual 
net  earnings  must  be  reported. 

F.  AUTOMATIC  RECOMPUTATION  OF  BENEFITS 

Under  the  bill,  provision  is  made  for  automatic  annual  recomputa- 
tion  of  benefits  to  take  account  of  earnings  a  beneficiary  may  have 
after  he  comes  on  the  rolls  that  would  increase  his  benefit  amount. 
Under  present  law,  benefit  recomputations  to  take  account  of  addi- 
tional earnings  generally  are  available  only  on  application  by  the 
individual  and  can  be  made  only  if  the  individual  had  covered  earnings 
of  more  than  $1,200  in  a  calendar  year  after  he  became  entitled  to 
benefits. 

Experience  has  shown  that  a  large  number  of  people  who  are  eligible 
for  benefit  recomputations  to  take  account  of  additional  earnings, 
and  who  will  profit  from  such  recomputations,  fail  to  apply  for  them. 
Automatic  recomputation  would  assure  the  beneficiary  that  he  will 
get  credit  for  any  earnings  that  would  increase  his  benefit  amount. 
With  the  improved  electronic  equipment  that  is  now  used  to  compute 
benefit  amounts,  the  committee  has  been  advised  that  it  is  both 
feasible  and  administratively  advantageous  to  handle  these  recom- 
putations on  an  automatic  basis. 

An  additional  effect  of  the  change  would  be  to  assure  that  no  one 
would  be  disadvantaged  by  applying  for  benefits  at  age  65  instead  of 
waiting  until  a  somewhat  later  age.  Under  present  law  this  is  not  so, 
since  in  some  few  cases  a  larger  benefit  is  payable  to  a  worker  who 
delays  the  filing  of  his  application  than  would  be  paid  if  he  applied 
at  age  65.  People  therefore,  in  certain  situations,  do  not  know 
whether  to  apply  for  benefits  or  to  defer  filing.  Sometimes  they 
do  apply  and  it  turns  out  to  have  been  disadvantageous.  If  it  were 
possible  to  assure  everyone  that  he  could  not  lose  by  applying  at  65, 
serious  administrative  problems  would  be  avoided.  This  will  be 
accomplished  by  this  provision. 

G.  EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  FOR  FILING  PROOF  OF  SUPPORT  AND 
APPLICATIONS  FOR  LUMP-SUM  DEATH  PAYMENT 

The  law  requires  that  for  benefits  for  dependent  husbands,  widowers, 
and  parents  or  for  lump-sum  death  benefits,  proof  of  support  must 
be  filed  2  years  after  application  for  benefits,  or  death,  whichever  is 
appropriate.  In  1956,  an  amendment  to  the  Social  Security  Act 
extended  the  time  for  filing  proof  of  support  for  an  additional  2-year 
period  or  until  August  31,  1958,  whichever  was  later,  upon  a  showing 
that  good  cause  existed  for  failure  to  file  within  the  initial  2-year 
period.  Many  instances  have  arisen,  however,  where  there  has  been 
failure  to  file  within  the  existing  time  limitation.  Temporary  legisla- 
tion has  been  enacted  in  the  past  to  allow  additional  periods  for  filing, 
and  a  number  of  private  bills  have  been  proposed  and  some  enacted  to 
remedy  inequities  as  to  specific  individuals.  Believing  that  it  is 
more  desirable  to  provide  for  these  situations  by  a  provision  of  general 
law,  the  committee  has  included  an  amendment  under  which,  if  it  is 
shown  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  that  there  was  good  cause  for  failure  to  file  within  the  initial 
2-year  period,  an  applicant  would  be  allowed  to  file  proof  of  support  at 


36-938—64  2 


14 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF   19  64 


any  time.  The  determination  of  what  constitutes  good  cause  shall  be 
made  according  to  regulations  of  the  Secretary. 

H.  AMENDMENT  PRESERVING  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  THE  ^RAILROAD 
RETIREMENT  AND  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE 
SYSTEMS 

As  has  been  done  in  previous  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  in- 
surance amendments,  section  l(q)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  is 
amended  so  that  the  social  security  benefit  increases  in  the  committee 
bill  will  be  reflected  in  the  so-called  social  security  minimum  provision 
of  that  act.  The  social  security  minimum  provides  that  railroad 
retirement  benefits  shall  in  no  case  be  less  than  110  percent  of  the  social 
security  benefit  (or  additional  benefit)  if  the  railroad  earnings  had  been 
covered  earnings  under  the  Social  Security  Act.  About  90  percent  of 
the  survivor  benefits  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  and  about 
15  percent  of  the  benefits  payable  during  the  lifetime  of  an  employee 
are  paid  under  this  minimum  guarantee  provision. 

The  committee  bill  also  provides  for  the  payment  of  a  railroad 
retirement  child's  benefit  as  to  children  over  age  17  but  less  than  22 
who  are  full-time  students  in  schools  or  colleges.  The  language 
parallels  the  provision  in  the  committee  bill  for  the  child's  benefit  under 
the  social  security  system. 

To  finance  these  provisions,  the  committee  has  struck  the  provision 
in  the  House  bill  which  would  have  amended  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Tax  Act  so  as  to  prohibit  the  automatic  adjustments  in  its  tax  rate  because 
of  changes  in  the  social  security  tax  rate.  The  additional  revenue 
from  this  source,  plus  transfers  from  the  social  security  trust  funds 
under  the  financial  interchange  provisions,  provide  all  but  $6.4  million 
of  the  annual  cost  of  these  changes. 

The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  and 
the  chairman  of  its  Subcommittee  on  Railroad  Retirement  have  urged 
the  committee  to  incorporate  these  amendments  into  the  present  bill. 
A  majority  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Board  also  favors  this  change. 

I.  INTERRELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  VETERANS  BENEFITS  AND  INCREASED 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFITS 

It  has  been  brought  to  the  committee's  attention  that  the  present 
bill  may  have  the  unintended  result  of  reducing  or  eliminating  non- 
service-connected  pensions  of  certain  veterans  or  their  widows  because 
of  the  receipt  of  increased  social  security  benefits.  To  prevent  this, 
the  committee  amendment  amends  the  appropriate  provisions  of  the 
veterans'  law  to  exempt  from  its  annual  income  test  the  amount  of 
social  security  increase  resulting  from  this  bill. 

J.  FINANCING  PROVISIONS 

1 .  Increase  in  earnings  base 

The  committee  bill  raises  the  limitation  on  the  annual  amount 
of  a  worker's  earnings  that  is  counted  toward  benefits  and  subject 
to  tax  for  the  support  of  the  program — generally  referred  to  as  the 
earnings  base — to  $5,400  beginning  with  1965. 

Congress  has  increased  the  earnings  base  from  time  to  time  in  the 
past  so  as  to  provide  benefits  that  are  reasonably  related  to  the  earn- 
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ings  of  covered  workers.  The  last  increase  in  the  earnings  base,  to 
$4,800,  was  enacted  in  1958  and  was  effective  starting  with  1959.  If  a 
$4,800  earnings  base  had  been  in  effect  in  1958,  about  76  percent  of  all 
workers  and  55  percent  of  regularly  employed  men  would  have  had 
all  of  their  earnings  taxed  and  credited  toward  benefits,  and  about  82 
percent  of  all  earnings  in  covered  work  would  have  been  taxed  for  the 
support  of  the  program.  If  the  $5,400  earnings  base  the  committee 
is  recommending  were  effective  this  year,  about  73  percent  of  all 
workers  and  48  percent  of  regularly  employed  men  would  have  had  all 
of  their  earnings  taxed  and  credited  toward  benefits,  and  about  78  per- 
cent of  all  earnings  in  covered  work  would  have  been  taxed  for  the 
support  of  the  program.  If  the  earnings  base  is  not  increased  as 
wages  rise,  the  wage-related  character  of  the  system  will  be  weakened 
and  eventually  lost. 

2.  Reallocation  of  contribution  income  between  the  trust  funds 
Because  disability  insurance  termination  rates  due  to  death  and 

recovery  have  been  lower  than  anticipated,  with  the  result  that  costs 
of  the  disability  insurance  part  of  the  program  have  somewhat  ex- 
ceeded expectations,  the  committee  has  increased  the  contribution 
income  allocated  to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund.  Under  the 
bill,  0.15  percent  of  taxable  wages  and  0.1125  percent  of  taxable 
self -employment  income  that  is  allocated  to  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund  under  present  law  would  be  allocated  instead 
to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund.  This  will  bring  the  total 
allocation  to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  for  years  beginning 
after  1964,  to  0.65  percent  of  taxable  wages  and  0.4875  percent  of 
taxable  self-employment  income.  Such  a  reallocation  of  contribution 
income  between  the  two  parts  of  the  program  will  not  affect  the  overall 
actuarial  balance  of  the  program;  rather,  it  will  provide  a  more  reason- 
able distribution  of  contribution  income  between  the  two  parts  of  the 
program,  and  puts  each  trust  fund  within  the  accepted  limit  of 
actuarial  soundness. 

3.  Changes  in  contribution  rate 

(a)  OASDI  program. — It  is  essential  that  the  old-ageT  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  program  remain  soundly  financed.  The 
Congress  has  established  the  policy  that  the  contribution  income  from 
the  tax  schedule  in  the  law  should  make  the  system  fully  self-support- 
ing and  keep  it  actuarially  sound.  Consistent  with  this  policy,  the 
bill  makes  provision  for  meeting  the  cost  of  the  improvements  by 
changing  the  schedule  of  contribution  rates  as  well  as  by  increasing  the 
annual  earnings  base  from  $4,800  to  $5,400,  beginning  January  1, 
1965. 

The  increase  in  the  level-cost  of  the  program  resulting  from  the 
benefit  changes  provided  in  the  bill  is  estimated  at  about  0.5  percent 
of  payroll.  Since  the  level  equivalent  of  the  additional  income  to  the 
trust  funds  provided  by  the  increase  in  the  contribution  rates  and  in 
the  earnings  base  is  estimated  to  be  slightly  larger  than  the  cost  of 
the  additional  benefits,  the  bill  improves  the  actuarial  balance  of 
the  entire  program.  As  indicated  above,  the  allocation  of  the  tax  rate 
as  between  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  and  the 
disability  insurance  trust  fund  has  been  revised,  so  that  the  latter 
receives  0.65  percent  of  taxable  payroll  with  respect  to  the  combined 
employer-employee  rate  (and  a  corresponding  amount  from  the  self- 
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employed  rate),  instead  of  0.50  percent  as  under  present  law.    As  a 
result,  each  part  of  the  system  is  in  approximate  actuarial  balance. 
The  present  and  proposed  schedules  are  as  follows  : 

Contribution  rates 


[In  percent] 


Calendar  year 

Employer  and  employee, 

each 

Self-employed 

Present  law 

Proposal 

PresentTaw 

Proposal 

1965   -  -   

3% 

3.8 

5.4 

5.7 

1966-67,  inclusive  

iYs 

4.0 

6.2 

6.0 

1968-70,  inclusive  

4.5 

6.9 

6.8 

1971  and  after    _ 

m 

4.8 

6.9 

7.2 

4-  Actuarial  status  of  the  trust  funds 

The  overall  effect  of  the  bill,  considering  both  the  additional  bene- 
fits provided  and  the  additional  financing  provisions,  is  to  improve 
the  actuarial  balance  of  the  program.  Because  the  additional  financ- 
ing provided  is  more  than  adequate  to  pay  for  the  benefits  included 
in  the  bill,  the  estimated  actuarial  deficit  of  0.24  percent  of  taxable 
payroll  for  the  present  program  would  be  reduced  to  0.22  percent. 
As  a  result  of  the  reallocation  of  the  contribution  income,  the  dis- 
ability insurance  system  is  in  almost  exact  actuarial  balance  while 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  program  is  well  within  acceptable 
limits. 

The  changes  in  the  actuarial  balance  of  the  program  are  shown  in 
table  2. 

Table  2. — Changes  in  actuarial  balance,  expressed  in  terms  of  estimated  level-cost 
as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,  by  type  of  change,  intermediate-cost  estimate, 
present  law,  ana  committee  bill,  based  on  3.5  percent  interest 


[In  percent] 


Old-age  and 

Disability 

Total 

Item 

survivors 

insurance 

system 

insurance 

Actuarial  balance  of  present  system   ... 

-0. 10 

-0.14 

-0.24 

Earnings  base  of  $5,400  

+.23 

+.02 

+.25 

Revised  contribution  schedule   

+.  15 

+.  15 

+.30 

5-percent  increase  in  benefits  1   

-.39 

-.03 

-.42 

Child's  benefits  to  age  22  if  in  school.   ... 

-.09 

-.01 

-.10 

Liberalized  insured  status  for  persons  aged  72  and  over  

-.01 

-.01 

Total  effect  of  changes  in  bill  

-.  11 

+.  13 

+.02 

Actuarial  balance  under  bill.    ---  _   

-.21 

-.01 

-.22 

1  This  increase  applies  only  on  the  1st  $400  of  average  monthly  wage.  The  same  benefit  factor  as  in 
present  law  applies  for  that  portion  of  the  average  monthly  wage  above  $400. 


Public  Assistance 

a.  increase  in  federal  matching  maximum  for  needy  aged, 

blind,  and  disabled 

The  committee  bill  would  increase  the  maximum  amount  which 
will  be  matched  by  the  Federal  Government  by  $5  per  month  per 
individual  in  the  State  public  assistance  programs  for  the  aged,  the 
blind,  and  the  disabled.  The  bill  increases  the  matching  maximum 
from  $70  to  $75  a  month  for  the  needy  blind  and  disabled  and  an 
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equivalent  amount  for  old-age  assistance  where  a  special  provision  of 
$15  of  medical  matching  in  existing  law  brings  the  maximum  to  $90  a 
month. 

This  is  a  modest  adjustment  which  will  enable  States  to  provide 
more  adequate  payments  to  the  needy  and  still  enjoy  Federal  participa- 
tion as  to  all  or  nearly  all  of  their  expenditures  for  this  purpose. 
The  committee  hopes  this  will  be  an  incentive  to  States  to  make 
increases  in  their  payments  to  the  needy  to  reflect  their  present  needs. 

The  cost  of  this  proposal  will  be  about  $35  million  a  year. 

B.  REMOVAL  OF  THE  PROHIBITION  IN  THE  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  MEDICAL 
PROGRAMS  FOR  THE  AGED  AGAINST  PAYMENTS  TO  PERSONS  IN  MENTAL 
OR  TUBERCULOSIS  INSTITUTIONS 

The  committee  believes  that  the  historical  exclusion  of  Federal 
matching  as  to  these  two  specific  types  of  medical  institutions  and  the 
patients  in  them  is  no  longer  warranted.  The  existing  discrimination 
against  aged  persons  with  these  diseases  seems  out  of  spirit  with  other 
recent  Federal  legislative  action  in  this  area.  The  committee  earnestly 
believes,  however,  that  this  additional  financing  should  provide  better 
care  for  afflicted  individuals,  rather  than  serve  as  a  replacement  for 
State  funds  now  being  expended  for  this  purpose. 

The  cost  of  this  proposal  is  estimated  at  about  $150  million  a  year 

IV.  ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES  FOR  THE  OLD-AGE, 
SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEM 

A.  FINANCING  POLICY 

1.  Selj -supporting  nature  of  system 

The  Congress  has  always  carefully  considered  the  cost  aspects  of 
the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  when  amend- 
ments to  the  program  have  been  made.  In  connection  with  the  1950 
amendments,  the  Congress  stated  the  belief  that  the  program  should 
ue  completely  self-supporting  from  the  contributions  of  covered 
individuals  and  employers.  Accordingly,  in  that  legislation  the  pro- 
vision permitting  appropriations  to  the  system  from  general  revenues 
of  the  Treasury  was  repealed.  This  policy  has  been  continued  in 
subsequent  amendments.  The  Congress  has  always  very  strongly 
believed  that  the  tax  schedule  in  the  law  should  make  the  system  self- 
supporting  as  nearly  as  can  be  foreseen  and,  therefore,  actuarially 
sound. 

2.  Actuarial  soundness  of  system 

The  concept  of  actuarial  soundness  as  it  applies  to  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  differs  considerably  from 
this  concept  as  it  applies  to  private  insurance  and  private  pension 
plans,  although  there  are  certain  points  of  similarity  with  the  latter. 
In  connection  with  individual  insurance,  the  insurance  company  or 
other  administering  institution  must  have  sufficient  funds  on  hand  so 
that  if  operations  are  terminated,  it  will  be  in  a  position  to  pay  off 
all  the  accrued  liabilities.  This,  however,  is  not  a  necessary  basis 
for  a  national  compulsory  social  insurance  system  and,  moreover,  is 
not  always  the  case  for  well-administered  private  pension  plans,  which 
may  not  have  funded  all  the  liability  for  prior  service  benefits. 
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It  can  reasonably  be  presumed  that,  under  Government  auspices, 
such  a  social  insurance  system  will  continue  indefinitely  into  the  future. 
The  test  of  financial  soundness,  then,  is  not  a  question  of  whether 
there  are  sufficient  funds  on  hand  to  pay  off  all  accrued  liabilities. 
Rather,  the  test  is  whether  the  expected  future  income  from  tax  con- 
tributions and  from  interest  on  invested  assets  will  be  sufficient  to 
meet  anticipated  expenditures  for  benefits  and  administrative  costs. 
Thus,  the  concept  of  "unfunded  accrued  liability"  does  not  by  any 
means  have  the  same  significance  for  a  social  insurance  system  as  it 
does  for  a  plan  established  under  private  insurance  principles,  and  it 
is  quite  proper  to  count  both  on  receiving  contributions  from  new 
entrants  to  the  system  in  the  future  and  on  paying  benefits  to  this 
group.  These  additional  assets  and  liabilities  must  be  considered  in 
order  to  determine  whether  the  system  is  in  actuarial  balance. 

Accordingly,  it  may  be  said  that  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance  program  is  actuarially  sound  if  it  is  in  actuarial 
balance.  This  will  be  the  case  if  the  estimated  future  income  from 
contributions  and  from  interest  earnings  on  the  accumulated  trust 
fund  investments  will,  over  the  long  run,  support  the  disbursements 
for  benefits  and  administrative  expenses.  Obviously,  future  experi- 
ence may  be  expected  to  vary  from  the  actuarial  cost  estimates  made 
now.  Nonetheless,  the  intent  that  the  system  be  self-supporting  (or 
actuarially  sound)  can  be  expressed  in  law  by  utilizing  a  contribution 
schedule  that,  according  to  the  intermediate-cost  estimate,  results  in 
the  system  being  in  balance  or  substantially  close  thereto. 

The  committee  believes  that  it  is  a  matter  for  concern  if  either 
portion  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  shows 
any  significant  actuarial  insufficiency.  Traditionally,  the  view  has 
been  held  that  for  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  portion  of  the 
program,  if  such  actuarial  insufficiency  has  been  no  greater  than  0.25 
percent  of  payroll,  it  is  at  the  point  where  it  is  within  the  limits  of 
permissible  variation.  The  corresponding  point  for  the  disability 
insurance  portion  of  the  system  is  about  0.05  percent  of  payroll  (lower 
because  of  the  relatively  smaller  financial  magnitude  of  this  program) . 
Furthermore,  traditionally  when  there  has  been  an  actuarial  insuffi- 
ciency exceeding  the  limits  indicated,  any  subsequent  liberalizations 
in  benefit  provisions  were  fully  financed  by  appropriate  changes  in 
the  tax  schedule  or  through  raising  the  earnings  base,  and  at  the  same 
time  the  actuarial  status  of  the  program  was  improved.  The  changes 
provided  in  the  bill  are  in  conformity  with  these  principles. 

B.  ACTUARIAL  BALANCE  OP  PROGRAM  IN  PAST  YEARS 

1.  Status  after  enactment  of  1952  act 

The  actuarial  balance  under  the  1952  act  1  was  estimated,  at  the 
time  of  enactment,  to  be  virtually  the  same  as  in  the  estimates  made 
at  the  time  the  1950  act  was  enacted,  as  shown  in  table  A.  This  was 
the  case  because  the  estimates  for  the  1952  act  took  into  consideration 
the  rise  in  earnings  levels  in  the  3  years  preceding  the  enactment  of 
that  act.  This  factor  virtually  offset  the  increased  cost  due  to  the 
benefit  hberalizations  made.  New  cost  estimates  made  2  years  after 
the  enactment  of  the  1952  act  indicated  that  the  level-cost  (i.e.,  the 
average  long-range  cost,  based  on  discounting  at  interest,  relative 


1  The  term  "1952  act"  (and  similar  terms)  is  used  to  designate  the  system  as  it  existed  after  the  enactment 
of  the  amendments  of  that  year. 
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to  taxable  payroll)  of  the  benefit  disbursements  and  administrative 
expenses  was  somewhat  more  than  0.5  percent  of  payroll  higher  than 
the  level  equivalent  of  the  scheduled  taxes  (including  allowance  for 
interest  on  the  existing  trust  fund). 

Table  A. — Actuarial  balance  of  OASDI  program  under  various  acts  for  various 

estimates,  intermediate-cost  basis 


[In  percent] 


Legislation 

Level-equivalent 1 

Date  of  esti- 

mate 

Benefit 

Contribu- 

Actuarial 

costs  2 

tions 

balance  3 

Old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  4 

1Q35  art 

1935 

5. 36 

5.36 

1Q3Q  apt 

1939 

5.22 

5.30 

+0.08 

1Q3Q  art,  fas  ampnHpri  in  thp  1Q4fl'<;  8^ 

1950 

4.45 

3.98 

-.47 

1950  act     

1950 

6.20 

6.10 

-.10 

1950  act 

1952 

5.  49 

5. 90 

+.41 

1952  act  

1952 

6.  00 

5. 90 

-.10 

1952  act  

1954 

6.62 

6.05 

-.57 

1  Q^A  ant 

1954 

7.50 

7. 12 

-.38 

1954  act   

1956 

7.45 

7.29 

-.16 

1  Q.Sfi  apt 

1956 

7.  85 

7.  72 

-.13 

lQKfi  art 

1958 

8. 25 

7.83 

-.42 

apt 

1958 

8.  76 

8.52 

-.24 

1 Q  *SR  a  pt 

1960 

8.73 

8.  68 

-.05 

1  QfiO  apt 

1960 

8.98 

8.  68 

-.30 

IQfil  apt 

1961 

9.35 

9.05 

-.30 

lQfil  apt 

1963 

9.  33 

9.  02 

-.31 

IQfil  apt 

1964 

9.  36 

9. 12 

-.24 

10fi4  hill  fTTnmp,l 

1964 

9.  61 

9.41 

-.20 

1964  bill  (Senate  committee)    

1964 

9.63 

9. 41 

-.22 

Old-age  and  survivors  insurance  4 

1956  act    

1956 

7.43 

7.23 

-0.  20 

1956  act  

1958 

7.90 

7.33 

-.57 

1958  act    

1958 

8. 27 

8.02 

-.25 

1958  act  

1960 

8. 38 

8.18 

-.20 

1960  act    

1960 

8.  42 

8.18 

-.24 

1961  act  

1961 

8.79 

8.  55 

-.24 

1961  act  

1963 

8.69 

8.52 

-.17 

1961  act  

1964 

8.  72 

8.62 

-.10 

1964  bill  (House)  

1964 

8.95 

8.  76 

-.19 

1964  bill  (Senate  committee)    

1964 

8.  97 

8.76 

-.21 

Disability  insurance  4 

1956  act  

1956 

0.42 

0.49 

+0.07 

1956  act  

1958 

.35 

.50 

+.15 

1958  act  

1958 

.49 

.50 

+.01 

1958  act  

1960 

.35 

.50 

+.15 

1960  act  

1960 

.56 

.50 

-.06 

1961  act   

1961 

.56 

.50 

-.06 

1961  act    

1963 

.64 

.50 

-.14 

1961  act  

1964 

.64 

.50 

-.14 

1964  bill  (House)  

1964 

.66 

.65 

-.01 

1964  bill  (Senate  committee)   

1964 

.66 

.65 

-.01 

1  Expressed  as  a  percentage  of  effective  taxable  payroll,  including  adjustment  to  reflect  the  lower  con- 
tribution rate  for  the  self-employed  as  compared  with  the  combined  employer-employee  rate. 

2  Including  adjustments  (a)  to  reflect  the  lower  contribution  rate  for  the  self-employed  as  compared 
with  the  combined  employer-employee  rate,  (6)  for  the  interest  earnings  on  the  existing  trust  fund,  (c)  for 
administrative  expense  costs,  and  (d)  for  the  net  cost  of  the  financial  interchange  provisions  with  the 
railroad  retirement  system. 

3  A  negative  figure  indicates  the  extent  of  lack  of  actuarial  balance.  A  positive  figure  indicates  more 
than  sufficient  financing,  according  to  the  particular  estimate. 

4  The  disability  insurance  program  was  inaugurated  in  the  1956  act  so  that  all  figures  for  previous  legislation 
are  for  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  program  only. 

1  The  major  changes  being  in  the  revision  of  the  contribution  schedule;  as  of  the  beginning  of  1950,  the 
ultimate  combined  employer-employee  rate  scheduled  was  only  4  percent. 

Note. — The  figures  for  the  1950  act  and  for  the  1952  act  according  to  the  1952  estimates  have  been  revised 
as  compared  with  those  presented  previously,  so  as  to  place  them  on  a  comparable  basis  with  the  later 
figures. 
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2.  Status  after  enactment  of  1954  act 

Under  the  1954  act,  the  increase  in  the  contribution  schedule  met 
all  the  additional  cost  of  the  benefit  changes  made  then  and  at  the 
same  time  reduced  substantially  the  actuarial  insufficiency  that  the 
then-current  estimates  had  indicated  in  regard  to  the  financing  of  the 
1952  act. 

3.  Status  after  enactment  of  1956  act 

The  estimates  for  the  1954  act  were  revised  in  1956  to  take  into 
account  the  rise  in  the  earnings  level  that  had  occurred  since  1951-52, 
the  period  that  had  been  used  for  the  earnings  assumptions  for  the 
estimates  made  in  1954.  Taking  this  factor  into  account  reduced  the 
lack  of  actuarial  balance  under  the  1954  act  to  the  point  where,  for 
all  practical  purposes,  it  was  nonexistent.  The  benefit  changes  made 
by  the  1956  amendments  were  fully  financed  by  the  increased  con- 
tribution income  provided.  Accordingly,  the  actuarial  balance  of  the 
system  was  unaffected. 

Following  the  enactment  of  the  1956  legislation,  new  cost  estimates 
were  made  to  take  into  account  the  developing  experience;  also,  certain 
modified  assumptions  were  made  as  to  anticipated  future  trends.  In 
1956-57,  there  were  very  considerable  numbers  of  retirements  from 
among  the  groups  newly  covered  by  the  1954  and  1956  amendments,  so 
that  benefit  expenditures  ran  considerably  higher  than  had  previously 
been  estimated.  Moreover,  the  analyzed  experience  for  the  recent 
years  of  operation  indicated  that  retirement  rates  had  risen  or,  in  other 
words,  that  the  average  retirement  age  had  dropped  significantly. 
This  may  have  been  due,  in  large  part,  to  the  liberalizations  of  the 
retirement  test  that  had  been  made  in  recent  years — so  that  aged 
persons  are  better  able  to  effectuate  a  smoother  transition  from  full 
employment  to  full  retirement.  The  cost  estimates  made  in  early 
1958  indicated  that  the  program  was  out  of  actuarial  balance  by 
somewhat  more  than  0.4  percent  of  payroll. 

4-  Status  after  enactment  of  1958  act 

The  1958  amendments  recognized  this  situation  and  provided  addi- 
tional financing  for  the  program — both  to  reduce  the  lack  of  actuarial 
balance  and  also  to  finance  certain  benefit  liberalizations  made.  In 
fact,  one  of  the  stated  purposes  of  the  legislation  was  "to  improve  the 
actuarial  status  of  the  trust  funds."  This  was  accomplished  by 
introducing  an  immediate  increase  (in  1959)  in  the  combined  employer- 
employee  contribution  rate,  amounting  to  0.5  percent,  and  by  advanc- 
ing the  subsequently  scheduled  increases  so  that  they  would  occur  at 
3-year  intervals  (beginning  in  1960)  instead  of  at  5-year  intervals. 

The  revised  cost  estimates  made  in  1958  for  the  disability  insurance 
program  contained  certain  modified  assumptions  that  recognized  the 
emerging  experience  under  the  new  program.  As  a  result,  the  moder- 
ate actuarial  surplus  originally  estimated  was  increased  somewhat,  and 
most  of  this  was  used  in  the  1958  amendments  to  finance  certain 
benefit  liberalizations,  such  as  inclusion  of  supplemental  benefits  for 
certain  dependents  and  modification  of  the  insured  status  require- 
ments. 

5.  Status  after  enactment  of  1960  act 

At  the  beginning  of  1960,  the  cost  estimates  for  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system  were  reexamined  and  were 
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modified  in  certain  respects.  The  earnings  assumption  had  previ- 
ously been  based  on  the  1956  level,  and  this  was  changed  to  reflect 
the  1959  level.  Also,  data  first  became  available  on  the  detailed 
operations  of  the  disability  provisions  for  1956,  which  was  the  first 
full  year  of  operation  that  did  not  involve  picking  up  "backlog"  cases. 
It  was  found  that  the  number  of  persons  who  meet  the  insured  status 
conditions  to  be  eligible  for  these  benefits  had  been  significantly  over- 
estimated. It  was  also  found  that  the  disability  incidence  experience 
for  eligible  women  was  considerably  lower  than  bad  been  originally 
estimated,  although  the  experience  for  men  was  very  close  to  the  inter- 
mediate estimate.  Accordingly,  revised  assumptions  were  made  in 
regard  to  the  disability  insurance  portion  of  the  program.  As  a  re- 
sult, the  changes  made  by  the  1960  amendments  could  according  to 
the  revised  estimates,  be  made  without  modifying  the  financing 
provisions. 

6.  Status  after  enactment  of  1961  act 

The  changes  made  by  the  1961  amendments  involved  an  increased 
cost  that  was  fully  met  by  the  changes  in  the  financing  provisions 
(namely,  an  increase  in  the  combined  employer-employee  contri- 
bution rate  of  one-fourth  of  1  percent,  a  corresponding  change  in  the 
rate  for  the  self-employed,  and  an  advance  in  the  year  when  the 
ultimate  rates  would  be  effective — from  1969  to  1968).  As  a  result, 
the  actuarial  balance  of  the  program  remained  unchanged. 

Subsequent  to  1961,  the  cost  estimates  were  further  reexamined 
in  the  light  of  developing  experience.  The  earnings  assumption  was 
changed  to  reflect  the  1963  level,  and  the  interest-rate  assumption 
used  was  modified  upward  to  reflect  recent  experience.  At  the  same 
time,  the  retirement-rate  assumptions  were  increased  somewhat  to 
reflect  the  experience  in  respect  to  this  factor.  The  further  develop- 
ing disability  experience  indicated  that  costs  for  this  portion  of  the 
program  were  significantly  higher  than  previously  estimated  (because 
benefits  are  not  being  terminated  by  death  or  recovery  as  rapidly  as 
had  been  originally  assumed).  Accordingly,  the  actuarial  balance  of 
the  disability  insurance  program  was  shown  to  be  in  an  unsatisfactory 
position,  and  this  has  been  recognized  by  the  Board  of  Trustees,  who 
recommended  that  the  allocation  to  this  trust  fund  should  be  increased 
(while,  at  the  same  time,  correspondingly  decreasing  the  allocation  to 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund,  which  under  present 
law  is  estimated  to  be  in  satisfactory  actuarial  balance  even  after  such 
a  reallocation). 

C.  BASIC  ASSUMPTIONS  FOR  COST  ESTIMATES 

1.  General  basis  for  long-range  cost  estimates 

Benefit  disbursements  may  be  expected  to  increase  continuously 
for  at  least  the  next  50  to  70  years  because  of  such  factors  as  the  aging 
of  the  population  of  the  country  and  the  slow  but  steady  growth  of 
the  benefit  roll.  Similar  factors  are  inherent  in  any  retirement  pro- 
gram, public  or  private,  that  has  been  in  operation  for  a  relatively 
short  period.  Estimates  of  the  future  cost  of  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  program  are  affected  by  many  elements  that 
are  difficult  to  determine.  Accordingly,  the  assumptions  used  in  the 
actuarial  cost  estimates  may  differ  widely  and  yet  be  reasonable. 
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The  long-range  cost  estimates  (shown  for  1975  and  thereafter) 
are  presented  on  a  range  basis  so  as  to  indicate  the  plausible  varia- 
tion in  future  costs  depending  upon  the  actual  trends  developing  for 
the  various  cost  factors.  Both  the  low-  and  high-cost  estimates  are 
based  on  high  economic  assumptions,  intended  to  represent  close  to  full 
employment,  with  average  annual  earnings  at  about  the  level  pre- 
vailing in  1963.  In  addition  to  the  presentation  of  the  cost  estimates 
on  a  range  basis,  intermediate  estimates  developed  directly  from  the 
low-  and  high-cost  estimates  (by  averaging  their  components)  are 
shown  so  as  to  indicate  the  basis  for  the  financing  provisions. 

The  cost  estimates  are  extended  beyond  the  year  2000,  since  the 
aged  population  itself  cannot  mature  by  then.  The  reason  for  this  is 
that  the  number  of  births  in  the  1930's  was  very  low  as  compared 
with  subsequent  experience.  As  a  result,  there  will  be  a  dip  in  the 
relative  proportion  of  the  aged  from  1995  to  about  2010,  which  would 
tend  to  result  in  low  benefit  costs  for  the  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system  during  that  period.  Accordingly,  the  year 
2000  is  by  no  means  a  typical  ultimate  year  insofar  as  costs  are 
concerned. 

2.  Measurement  of  costs  in  relation  to  taxable  payroll 

In  general,  the  costs  are  shown  as  percentages  of  covered  payroll. 
This  is  the  best  measure  of  the  financial  cost  of  the  program.  Dollar 
figures  taken  alone  are  misleading.  For  example,  a  higher  earnings 
level  will  increase  not  only  the  outgo  of  the  system  but  also,  and  to 
a  greater  extent,  its  income.  The  result  is  that  the  cost  relative  to 
payroll  will  decrease.  In  fact,  if  the  level  of  earnings  that  will  appar- 
ently occur  in  1964  (according  to  the  experience  of  the  first  few 
months)  were  utilized,  the  lack  of  actuarial  balance  of  the  entire 
program  would  be  reduced  from  the  figure  of  0.20  percent  of  taxable 
payroll  shown  in  table  A  to  about  0.13  percent. 

3.  General  basis  for  short-range  cost  estimates 

The  short-range  cost  estimates  (shown  for  the  individual  years 
1965-72)  are  not  presented  on  a  range  basis  since — assuming  a  con- 
tinuation of  present  economic  conditions — it  is  believed  that  the 
demographic  factors  involved  can  be  reasonably  closely  forecast,  so 
that  only  a  single  estimate  is  necessary.  A  gradual  rise  in  the  earn- 
ings level  in  the  future,  paralleling  that  which  has  occurred  in  the 
past  few  years,  is  assumed.  As  a  result  of  this  assumption,  contribu- 
tion income  is  somewhat  higher  than  if  level  earnings  were  assumed, 
while  benefit  outgo  is  only  slightly  affected. 

The  cost  estimates  have  been  prepared  on  the  basis  of  the  same 
assumptions  and  methodology  as  those  contained  in  the  24th  Annual 
Report  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survi- 
vors Insurance  Trust  Fund  and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  (H.  Doc.  No.  236,  88th  Cong.). 

4-  Level-cost  concept 

An  important  measure  of  long-range  cost  is  the  level-equivalent  con- 
tribution rate  required  to  support  the  system  into  perpetuity,  based 
on  discounting  at  interest.  It  is  assumed  that  benefit  payments  and 
taxable  payrolls  remain  level  after  the  year  2050.  If  such  a  level 
rate  were  adopted,  relatively  large  accumulations  in  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund  would  result,  and  in  consequence  there 
would  be  sizable  eventual  income  from  interest.    Even  though  such  a 
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method  of  financing  is  not  followed,  this  concept  may  be  used  as 
a  convenient  measure  of  long-range  costs.  This  is  a  valuable  cost 
concept,  especially  in  comparing  various  possible  alternative  plans  and 
provisions,  since  it  takes  into  account  the  heavy  deferred  benefit  costs. 

5.  Future  earnings  assumptions 

The  long-range  estimates  are  based  on  level-earnings  assumptions. 
This,  however,  does  not  mean  that  covered  payrolls  are  assumed  to  be 
the  same  each  year;  rather  they  are  assumed  to  rise  steadily  as  the 
population  at  the  working  ages  is  estimated  to  increase.  If  in  the 
future  the  earnings  level  should  be  considerably  above  that  which  now 
prevails,  and  if  the  benfits  are  adjusted  upward  so  that  the  annual 
costs  relative  to  payroll  will  remain  the  same  as  now  estimated  for  the 
present  system,  then  the  increased  dollar  outgo  resulting  will  offset 
the  increased  dollar  income.  This  is  an  important  reason  for  con- 
sidering costs  relative  to  payroll  rather  than  in  dollars. 

The  long-range  cost  estimates  have  not  taken  into  account  the  pos- 
sibility of  a  rise  in  earnings  levels,  although  such  a  rise  has  character- 
ized the  past  history  of  this  country.  If  such  an  assumption  were 
used  in  the  cost  estimates,  along  with  the  unlikely  assumption  that 
the  benefits,  nevertheless,  would  not  be  changed,  the  cost  relative  to 
payroll  would,  of  course,  be  lower. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  possibility  that  a  rise  in  earnings 
levels  will  produce  lower  costs  of  the  program  in  relation  to  payroll  is 
a  very  important  safety  factor  in  the  financial  operations  of  the 
system.  The  financing  of  the  system  is  based  essentially  on  the  inter- 
mediate-cost estimate,  along  with  the  assumption  of  level  earnings; 
if  experience  follows  the  high-cost  assumptions,  additional  financing 
will  be  necessary.  However,  if  covered  earnings  increase  in  the  future 
as  in  the  past,  the  resulting  reduction  in  the  cost  of  the  program 
(expressed  as  a  percentage  of  taxable  payroll)  will  more  than  offset 
the  higher  cost  arising  under  experience  following  the  high-cost  esti- 
mate. If  the  latter  condition  prevails,  the  reduction  in  the  relative 
cost  of  the  program  coming  from  rising  earnings  levels  can  be  used  to 
maintain  the  actuarial  soundness  of  the  system,  and  any  remaining 
savings  can  be  used  to  adjust  benefits  upward  (to  a  lesser  degree  than 
the  increase  in  the  earnings  level) .  The  possibility  of  future  increases 
in  earnings  levels  should  be  considered  only  as  a  safety  factor  and  not 
as  a  justification  for  adjusting  benefits  upward  in  anticipation  of 
such  increases. 

If  benefits  are  adjusted  currently  to  keep  pace  with  rising  earnings 
trends  as  they  occur,  the  year-by-year  costs  as  a  percentage  of  payroll 
would  be  unaffected.  If  benefits  are  increased  in  this  manner,  the 
level-cost  of  the  program  would  be  higher  than  now  estimated,  since, 
under  such  circumstances,  the  relative  importance  of  the  interest 
receipts  of  the  trust  funds  would  gradually  diminish  with  the  passage  of 
time.  If  earnings  and  benefit  levels  do  consistently  rise,  thorough 
consideration  will  need  to  be  given  to  the  financing  basis  of  the  system 
because  then  the  interest  receipts  of  the  trust  funds  will  not  meet  as 
large  a  proportion  of  the  benefit  costs  as  would  be  anticipated  if  the 
earnings  level  had  not  risen. 

6.  Interrelationship  with  railroad  retirement  system 

An  important  element  affecting  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  costs  arose  through  amendments  made  to  the  Railroad 
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Retirement  Act  in  1951.  These  provide  for  a  combination  of  railroad 
retirement  compensation  and  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insur- 
ance covered  earnings  in  determining  benefits  for  those  with  less  than 
10  years  of  railroad  service  (and  also  for  all  survivor  cases). 

Financial  interchange  provisions  are  established  so  that  the  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  and  the  disability  insurance  trust 
fund  are  to  be  placed  in  the  same  financial  position  in  which  they 
would  have  been  if  railroad  employment  had  always  been  covered 
under  the  program.  It  is  estimated  that  over  the  long  range  the 
net  effect  of  these  provisions  will  be  a  relatively  small  loss  to  the  old- 
age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system  since  the  reimburse- 
ments from  the  railroad  retirement  system  will  be  somewhat  smaller 
than  the  net  additional  benefits  paid  on  the  basis  of  railroad  earnings. 

7.  Reimbursement  for  costs  of  military  service  wage  credits 

Another  important  element  affecting  the  financing  of  the  program 
arose  through  legislation  in  1956  that  provided  for  reimbursement 
from  general  revenues  for  past  and  future  expenditures  in  respect  to 
the  noncontributory  credits  that  had  been  granted  for  persons  in 
military  service  before  1957.  The  cost  estimates  contained  here 
reflect  the  effect  of  these  reimbursements  (which  are  included  as  con- 
tributions), based  on  the  assumption  that  the  required  appropriations 
will  be  made  in  the  future. 

8.  Inclusion  of  cost  effects  of  H.R.  9393 

The  cost  estimates  presented  here  include  not  only  the  effect  of  this 
bill,  but  also  the  effect  of  the  provisions  of  H.R.  9393,  on  which  the 
committee  has  also  reported  favorably.  The  major  cost  effect  of  this 
bill  is  to  provide  full  retroactivity  for  disability  determinations,  which 
is  only  of  short-range  cost  effect — with  respect  to  the  existing  backlog. 

D.  INTERMEDIATE-COST  ESTIMATES 

1 .  Purposes  of  intermediate-cost  estimates 

The  long-range  intermediate-cost  estimates  are  developed  from  the 
low-  and  high-cost  estimates  by  averaging  them  (using  the  dollar  esti- 
mates and  developing  therefrom  the  corresponding  estimates  relative 
to  payroll).  The  intermediate-cost  estimate  does  not  represent  the 
most  probable  estimate,  since  it  is  impossible  to  develop  any  such 
figures.  Rather,  it  has  been  set  down  as  a  convenient  and  readily 
available  single  set  of  figures  to  use  for  comparative  purposes. 

The  Congress,  in  enacting  the  1950  act  and  subsequent  legislation, 
was  of  the  belief  that  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
program  should  be  on  a  completely  self-supporting  basis  or,  in  other 
words,  actuarially  sound.  Therefore,  a  single  estimate  is  necessary 
in  the  development  of  a  tax  schedule  intended  to  make  the  system 
self-supporting.  Any  specific  schedule  will  necessarily  be  somewhat 
different  from  what  will  actually  be  required  to  obtain  exact  balance 
between  contributions  and  benefits.  This  procedure,  however,  does 
make  the  intention  specific,  even  though  in  actual  practice  future 
changes  in  the  tax  schedule  might  be  necessary.  Likewise,  exact 
self-support  cannot  be  obtained  from  a  specific  set  of  integral  or 
rounded  fractional  tax  rates  increasing  in  orderly  intervals,  but  rather 
this  principle  of  self-support  should  be  aimed  at  as  closely  as  possible. 
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2.  Contribution  rate  schedule  in  bill 

The  contribution  schedule  contained  in  the  committee  bill  is  higher 
than  that  under  present  law  by  0.35  percent  in  the  combined  employer- 
employee  rate  in  1965,  is  lower  by  0.25  percent  in  1966-70,  and  is 
higher  by  0.35  percent  in  1971  and  thereafter.  The  maximum  earn- 
ings base  to  which  these  tax  rates  are  applied  is  $5,400  per  year  under 
the  committee  bill  as  compared  with  $4,800  under  present  law. 
These  tax  schedules  are  as  follows: 


[In  percent] 


Present  law 

Committee  bill 

Calendar  year 

Employee 

Self- 

Employee 

Self- 

rate  (same 

employed 

rate  (same 

employed 

for  employer) 

rate 

for  employer) 

rate 

1965     

3.625 

5.4 

3.8 

5.7 

1966-67     

4.125 

6.2 

4.0 

6.0 

1968-70   

4.625 

6.9 

4.5 

6.8 

1971  and  after  

4.625 

6.9 

4.8 

7.2 

8.  Interest  rate  used  in  cost  estimates 

The  interest  rate  used  for  computing  the  level-costs  for  the  com- 
mittee bill  is  3K  percent  for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate.  This 
is  somewhat  above  the  average  yield  of  the  investments  of  the  trust 
funds  at  the  end  of  1963  (about  3.0  percent),  but  is  below  the  rate 
currently  being  obtained  for  new  investments  (about  4}i  percent). 

4-  Actuarial  balance  of  OASDI  system 

Table  A  has  shown  that  under  the  1961  amendments  the  lack  of 
actuarial  balance  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  system 
that  was  estimated  at  the  time  of  enactment  was  0.24  percent  of 
taxable  payroll.  The  disability  insurance  system  similarly  had  a  lack 
of  actuarial  balance  of  0.06  percent  of  payroll.  The  effect  of  these 
amendments  on  the  combined  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system  was  an  acturial  deficit  of  0.30  percent  of  taxable 
payroll,  which  is  within  the  margin  of  variation  possible  in  the  actu- 
arial cost  estimates,  and  which  was  about  the  same  as  had  generally 
prevailed  in  the  past  when  the  system  has  been  considered  to  be  in 
substantial  actuarial  balance.  The  latest  cost  estimates  made  for 
the  1961  act  indicate  that  there  is  an  actuarial  deficit  of  0.24  percent 
of  taxable  payroll  for  the  combined  system,  but  that  this  deficit  is 
0.14  percent  for  the  disability  insurance  portion,  and  0.10  percent 
for  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  portion. 

Under  the  committee  bill  the  benefit  changes  proposed  would,  it 
is  estimated,  be  more  than  financed  by  the  increases  in  the  contribu- 
tion rates  and  the  earnings  base.  Accordingly,  the  previous  lack  of 
actuarial  balance  is  significantly  reduced.  The  level-cost  of  the 
benefits  and  the  level-equivalent  of  the  contributions  are  somewhat 
higher  than  in  respect  to  the  1961  act  according  to  the  estimate  made 
when  it  was  enacted,  not  only  because  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill, 
but  also  because  of  the  valuation  date  being  2  years  later  (beginning  of 
1964,  instead  of  beginning  of  1962) ;  but  the  relative  relationship  of 
benefits  and  contributions  is  about  the  same. 

Table  B  traces  through  the  change  in  the  actuarial  balance  of  the 
system  from  its  situation  under  the  1961  act,  according  to  the  latest 
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estimate,  to  that  under  the  committee  bill,  by  type  of  major  changes 
involved. 

Table  B. — Changes  in  actuarial  balance,  expressed  in  terms  of  estimated  level- 
cost  as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,  by  type  of  change,  intermediate-cost  estimate, 
present  law  and  committee  bill,  based  on  3.6  percent  interest 


[In  percent] 


Item 

Old-age  and 
survivors 
insurance 

Disability 
insurance 

Total 
system 

Actuarial  balance  of  present  system  

-0.10 
+.23 
+.  15 
-.39 
-.09 

-0.14 
+.02 
+.  15 
-.03 
-.01 

-0. 24 
+.25 
+.  30 
-.42 
-.10 

Earnings  base  of  $5,400  

Revised  contribution  schedule   

5-percent  increase  in  benefits  1  

Child's  benefits  to  age  22  if  in  school  

Transitional  insured  status  for  certain  persons  aged  72  and  over. 
Total  effect  of  changes  in  bill       _  _   

-.01 
-.11 
-.21 

+.  13 
-.  01 

-.01 
+.02 
-.22 

Actuarial  balance  under  bill  

1  This  increase  applies  only  on  the  1st  $400  of  average  monthly  wage.  The  same  benefit  factor  under- 
lying present  law  for  average  monthly  wages  in  excess  of  $110  applies  for  that  portion  of  the  average  monthly 
wage  above  $400. 


The  changes  made  by  the  committee  bill  would  improve  the 
actuarial  position  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system.  The  estimated  actuarial  deficit  of  0.24  percent  of  taxable 
payroll  for  the  present  system  would  be  reduced  to  0.22  percent, 
which  is  well  below  the  amounts  that  had  generally  prevailed  in  the 
past  when  the  system  had  been  considered  to  be  substantially  in 
actuarial  balance.  The  reduction  in  the  actuarial  deficit  would  have 
been  slightly  larger  under  the  House-approved  bill  to  (0.20  percent  of 
taxable  payroll- — due  to  the  savings  to  the  system  resulting  from  the 
provisions  that  would  have  extended  coverage  to  doctors  of  medicine 
and  to  tips,  which  were  deleted  by  the  committee).  Moreover,  the 
disability  insurance  system — as  a  result  of  the  reallocation  of  the 
contribution  income,  described  previously,  more  than  offsetting  the 
effects  of  the  benefit  liberalizations — is  shown  to  be  in  almost  exact 
actuarial  balance,  while  the  corresponding  figure  for  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  system  is  well  within  acceptable  limits. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  in  1950  and  in  subsequent  amend- 
ments, the  Congress  did  not  recommend  that  the  system  be  financed 
by  a  high-level  tax  rate  in  the  future,  but  rather  recommended  an 
increasing  schedule,  which,  of  necessity,  ultimately  rises  higher  than 
such  a  level  rate.  Nonetheless,  this  graded  tax  schedule  will  produce 
a  considerable  excess  of  income  over  outgo  for  many  years  so  that  a 
sizable  trust  fund  will  develop,  although  not  as  large  as  would  arise 
under  an  equivalent  level  tax  rate.  This  fund  will  be  invested  in 
Government  securities  (just  as  is  also  the  case  for  the  trust  funds  of 
the  civil  service  retirement,  railroad  retirement,  national  service 
life  insurance,  and  U.S.  Government  life  insurance  systems).  The 
resulting  interest  income  will  help  to  bear  part  of  the  higher  benefit 
costs  of  the  future. 

5.  Level-costs  of  benefits,  by  type 

The  level-cost  of  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefits 
(without  considering  administrative  expenses  and  the  effect  of  interest 
earnings  on  the  existing  trust  fund)  under  the  1961  act,  according  to 
the  latest  intermediate-cost  estimate,  was  about  8.7  percent  of  payroll, 
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and  the  corresponding  figure  for  the  program  as  it  would  be  modified 
by  the  committee  bill  is  about  9.0  percent.  The  corresponding- 
figures  for  the  disability  benefits  are  about  0.65  percent  for  both  the 
1961  act  and  after  taking  into  account  the  committee  bill. 

Table  C  presents  the  benefit  costs  for  the  system  as  it  would  be 
after  enactment  of  the  committee  bill,  separately  for  each  of  the 
various  types  of  benefits. 

Table  C. — Estimated  level-cost  of  benefit  payments,  administrative  expenses,  and 
interest  earnings  on  existing  trust  fund  after  enactment  of  committee  bill  as  per- 
centage of  taxable  payroll,1  by  type  of  benefit,  intermediate-cost  estimate  at  3.5 
percent  interest 

[In  percent] 


Item 

Old-age  and 
survivors 
insurance 

Disability 
insurance 

Primary  benefits   -_-  

6. 35 
.52 

1.14 
.01 
.68 
.15 
.11 

0.54 
.03 

(!) 
(2) 

.08 

m 
(2) 

Wife's  benefits     

Widow's  benefits  -   

Parent's  benefits    

Child's  benefits                                        .  .  

Mother's  benefits   

Lump-sum  death  payments  _   

Total  benefits     

8.  96 
.14 
.04 
-.17 

.65 
.03 

Administrative  expenses    

Railroad  retirement  financial  interchange    

Interest  on  existing  trust  fund  ».   _   

-.02 

Net  total  level-cost    

8. 97 

.66 

1  Including  adjustment  to  reflect  the  lower  contribution  rate  for  the  self-employed  as  compared  with  the 
combined  employer-employee  rate. 

2  This  type  of  benefit  is  not  payable  under  this  program. 

'  This  item  is  taken  as  an  offset  to  the  benefit  and  administrative  expense  costs. 


The  level  contribution  rate  equivalent  to  the  graded  schedules  in 
the  law  may  be  computed  in  the  same  manner  as  level-costs  of  benefits. 
These  are  shown  in  table  A,  as  are  also  figures  for  the  net  actuarial 
balances. 

6.  OAS  I  income  and  outgo  in  near  future 

Under  the  committee  bill,  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefit 
disbursements  for  the  calendar  year  1964  will  be  increased  by  about 
$120  million,  since  the  effective  dates  for  the  increased  benefits  are 
either  the  first  or  second  months  after  the  month  of  enactment. 
There  will,  of  course,  be  no  additional  income  during  1964,  since  the 
contribution  rate  increase  and  the  change  in  the  earnings  base  are 
effective  on  January  1,  1965. 

In  calendar  year  1964,  benefit  disbursements  under  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  system  as  modified  by  the  committee  bill  will 
total  about  $15.1  billion.  At  the  same  time,  contribution  income 
for  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  in  1964  will  amount  to  about 
$15.3  billion  under  the  committee  bill,  the  same  as  under  present 
law.  Thus,  contribution  income  under  the  committee  bill  is  esti- 
mated to  exceed  benefit  outgo  by  about  $200  million,  whereas  under 
present  law  the  corresponding  figure  is  $300  million.  The  size  of 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  under  the  committee 
bill  will,  on  the  basis  of  this  estimate,  remain  virtually  unchanged 
in  1964  (interest  receipts  are  somewhat  less  than  the  outgo  for  ad- 
minstrative  expenses  and  for  transfers  to  the  railroad  retirement  ac- 
count) ;  under  present  law,  it  is  estimated  that  this  trust  fund  would 
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increase  by  about  $135  million  as  between  the  beginning  and  the  end 

of  1964. 

In  1965,  benefit  disbursements  under  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  system  as  it  would  be  modified  by  the  committee  bill  will 
be  about  $17.1  billion,  or  an  increase  of  about  $1.4  billion  over  present 
law.  Contribution  income  for  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  under 
the  committee  bill  for  1965  will  be  $17.0  billion,  an  increase  of  about 
$1.2  billion  over  present  law.  Accordingly,  in  1965,  there  will  be  an 
excess  of  benefit  outgo  over  contribution  income  of  about  $140  million 
under  the  committee  bill.  The  situation  will  change  in  1966  (as  a 
result  of  the  scheduled  increase  in  the  tax  rate),  and  there  will  be  an 
excess  of  contributions  over  benefit  outgo  of  about  $720  million  in 
1966  and  about  $650  million  in  1967. 

Under  the  system  as  modified  by  the  committee  bill,  according  to 
this  estimate,  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  will  thus 
decrease  slightly  in  1965  from  its  size  of  $18.5  billion  at  the  end  of 
1963  and  1964,  declining  to  $18.2  billion  at  the  end  of  1965.  At  the 
end  of  1966,  however,  it  is  estimated  to  rise  to  $18.7  billion.  Under 
present  law,  a  small  increase  in  the  trust  fund  during  1964-65  is 
estimated,  about  $60  million. 

7.  DI  income  and  outgo  in  near  future 

As  to  the  disability  insurance  system,  as  it  would  be  affected  by 
the  committee  bill  in  calendar  year  1964,  benefit  disbursements  will 
total  about  $1,340  million  (or  about  $45  million  more  than  under 
present  law),  and  there  will  be  an  excess  of  benefit  disbursements 
over  contribution  income  of  about  $210  million.  In  1965  and  the 
years  immediately  following,  contribution  income  will  be  well  in  ex- 
cess of  benefit  outgo  (as  a  result  of  the  increased  allocation  to  this 
trust  fund,  as  provided  the  committee  bill). 

8.  Increases  in  benefit  disbursements  in  1965,  by  cause 

The  total  benefit  disbursements  of  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance  system  would  be  increased  by  about  $1.5  billion  in 
1965  as  a  result  of  the  changes  that  the  committee  bill  would  make. 
Of  this  amount,  about  $925  million  results  from  the  5-percent  bene- 
fit increase,  $175  million  from  the  benefit  payments  to  children  aged 
18-21  who  are  in  full-time  school  attendance,  $150  million  from  the 
benefit  payments  to  widows  aged  60-61,  $160  million  from  the  liberal- 
ization of  the  insured-status  provisions  for  certain  persons  aged  72 
and  over,  and  $60  million  from  the  removal  of  the  retroactivity  dead- 
line for  disability  benefits. 

9.  Long-range  operations  of  OAS  I  trust  fund 

Table  D  gives  the  estimated  operation  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund  under  the  program  as  it  would  be  changed  by 
the  committee  bill  for  the  long-range  future,  based  on  the  inter- 
mediate-cost estimate.  It  will,  of  course,  be  recognized  that  the 
figures  for  the  next  two  or  three  decades  are  the  most  reliable  (under 
the  assumption  of  level-earnings  trends  in  the  future)  since  the  popu- 
lations concerned — both  covered  workers  and  beneficiaries — are 
already  born.  As  the  estimates  proceed  further  into  the  future,  there 
is,  of  course,  much  more  uncertainty — if  for  no  reason  other  than  the 
relative  difficulty  in  predicting  future  birth  trends — but  it  is  desirable 
and  necessary,  nonetheless,  to  consider  these  long-range  possibilities 
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under  a  social  insurance  program  that  is  intended  to  operate  in 
perpetuity. 

Table  D. — Progress  of  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  under  system  as 
modified  by  committee  bill,  intermediate-cost  estimate  at  3.5  percent  interest  1 


[In  millions] 


Contribu- 
tions 

Benefit 
payments 

Adminis- 
trative 
expenses 

Railroad 
retirement 
financial 

inter- 
change J 

Interest  on 
fund' 

Balance  in 
fund  3 

1951    

Actual  data 

$3, 367 
3,819 
3,945 
5. 163 
5, 713 
6, 172 
6,825 
7,566 
8,052 

10,  866 

11,  285 

12,  059 
14,  541 

$1,885 
2, 194 

3,  006 
3, 670 

4,  968 

5,  715 
7,347 
8,327 
9. 842 

10, 677 
11, 862 
13, 356 
14, 217 

$81 
88 
88 
92 
119 
132 
*  162 
M94 
184 
203 
239 
256 
281 

$417 
365 
414 
447 
454 
526 
556 
552 
532 
516 
548 
526 
521 

$15, 540 

17,  442 

18,  707 
20,  576 
21,663 
22,  519 
22, 393 
21,864 
20, 141 
20, 324 
19, 725 
18, 337 
18, 480 

1953    

1954  

-$21 
-7 
-5 
-2 
124 
282 
318 
332 
361 
423 

1955  

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961  

1962  

1963   

1964   

Estimated  data  (short-range  estimate) 

$15,314 
16, 978 
18, 615 
19,292 
22,096 
23,  227 
23. 855 
26, 035 
27, 087 

$15, 125 
17, 115 
17,  892 
18, 647 
19, 443 
20,242 
21,022 
21,789 
22,541 

$314 
322 
324 
336 
343 
350 
357 
364 
371 

$423 
418 
455 
465 
455 
445 
420 
410 
384 

$543 
558 
579 
620 
701 
763 
897 
1,062 
1,268 

$18, 475 
18, 156 
18, 679 
19, 143 
21,699 
24, 652 
27, 605 
32, 139 
37, 198 

1965  

1966  

1967  

1968  

1969    

1970  

1971  

1972..    

1975   

Estimated  data  (long-ranee  estimate) 

$26, 574 
28,684 
32,831 
38,079 
45,968 

$23,360 
26,824 
33,478 
36, 851 
50,606 

$394 
436 
615 
564 
730 

$325 
150 

$1, 510 

2, 136 
2,995 
3, 976 
8,165 

$48,303 
66,577 
91,348 
121,634 
243, 885 

1980.    

1990.   

2000  

-55 
-85 

2020.  

1  An  interest  rate  of  3.5  percent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs,  but  in  developing  the  progress  of 
the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used,  which  is  equivalent  to  such  fixed  rate. 

2  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  posi- 
tive figure  indicates  the  reverse. 

*  Not  including  amounts  in  the  railroad  retirement  account  to  the  credit  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund.  In  millions  of  dollars,  these  amounted  to  $377  for  1953,  $284  for  1954,  $163  for  1956,  $60 
for  1956,  and  nothing  for  1957  and  thereafter. 

*  These  figures  are  artificially  high  because  of  the  method  of  reimbursements  between  this  trust  fund  and 
the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  (and,  likewise,  the  figure  for  1959  is  too  low). 

Note. — Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military 
service. 

In  every  year  after  1965  for  the  next  20  years,  contribution  income 
under  the  system  as  it  would  be  modified  by  the  committee  bill  is 
estimated  to  exceed  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefit  disburse- 
ments. Even  after  the  benefit-outgo  curve  rises  ahead  of  the  con- 
tribution-income curve,  the  trust  fund  will  nonetheless  continue  to 
increase  because  of  the  effect  of  interest  earnings  (which  more  than 
meet  the  administrative  expense  disbursements  and  any  financial 
interchanges  with  the  railroad  retirement  program) .  As  a  result,  this 
trust  fund  is  estimated  to  grow  steadily  under  the  long-range  cost 
estimate  (with  a  level-earnings  assumption),  reaching  $48  billion  in 

36-938—64  3 
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1975,  $67  billion  in  1980,  and  over  $120  billion  at  the  end  of  this 
century.  In  the  very  far  distant  future,  namely,  in  about  the  year 
2025,  the  trust  fund  is  estimated  to  reach  a  maximum  of  about  $250 
billion,  and  then  decrease. 

10.  Long-range  operations  of  DI  trust  fund 

The  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  under  the  program  as  it  would 
be  changed  by  the  committee  bill,  grows  slowly,  but  steadily  after 
1965,  according  to  the  intermediate  long-range  cost  estimate,  as  shown 
by  table  E.  In  1975,  it  is  shown  as  being  $2.3  billion,  while  in  2000,  the 
corresponding  figure  is  $3.4  billion.  There  is  a  small  excess  of  con- 
tribution income  over  benefit  disbursements  for  every  year  after  1964. 

Table  E. — Progress  of  disability  insurance  trust  fund  under  system  as  modified  by 
committee  bill,  intermediate-cost  estimate  at  3.5  percent  interest  1 


[In  millions] 


Railroad 

Contri- 

Benefit 

Adminis- 

retirement 

Interest  on 

Balance  in 

Calendar  year 

butions 

payments 

trative 

financial 

fundi 

fund 

expenses 

inter- 

change 1 

Actual  data 

1957    

$702 

$57 

»$3 

$7 

$649 

1958   

966 

249 

» 12 

25 

1,379 

1959  

891 

457 

50 

-$22 

40 

1,825 

1960  

1,010 

568 

36 

-5 

53 

2,289 

1961    

1,038 

887 

64 

5 

66 

2,437 

1962   

1,046 

1,105 

66 

11 

68 

2,368 

1963  — 

1,099 

1,210 

68 

20 

66 

2,235 

Estimated  data  (short-range  estimate) 

1964   

$1,133 

$1,337 

$82 

$20 

$63 

$1,992 

1965   

1,539 

1,507 

86 

19 

59 

1,978 

1966   

1,663 

1,576 

88 

20 

59 

2,016 

1967  

1,708 

1,626 

93 

15 

60 

2,050 

1968  —   

1,759 

1,660 

96 

15 

60 

2,098 

1969....   

1,809 

1,691 

99 

15 

61 

2,163 

1970  

1,861 

1,716 

102 

15 

64 

2, 255 

1971  

1,915 

1,742 

105 

15 

69 

2,377 

1972.   

1,971 

1,768 

108 

15 

78 

2,535 

Estimated  data  (long-range  estimate) 

1975   

$1, 931 

$1,904 

$103 

$6 

$72 

$2,258 

1980   

2,083 

2,060 

106 

-1 

69 

2,197 

1990     

2, 384 

2,284 

106 

-4 

71 

2,334 

2000   

2,766 

2,683 

120 

-4 

106 

3,372 

1  An  interest  rate  of  3.5  Dercent  is  used  in  determining  the  level-costs,  but  in  developing  the  progress  of 
the  trust  fund  a  varying  rate  in  the  early  years  has  been  used,  which  is  equivalent  to  such  fixed  rate. 

2  A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  posi- 
tive figure  indicates  the  reverse. 

'  These  figures  are  artificially  low  because  of  the  method  of  reimbursements  between  this  trust  fund  and 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  (and,  likewise,  the  figure  for  1959  is  too  high). 

Note. — Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military 
service. 

E.  COST  ESTIMATES  ON  RANGE  BASIS 


1.  Long-range  operations  of  trust  funds 

Table  F  shows  the  estimated  operation  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  trust  fund  under  the  program  as  it  would  be  changed  by 
the  committee  bill  for  the  low-  and  high-cost  estimates,  while  table 
G  gives  corresponding  figures  for  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund. 
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Under  the  low-cost  estimate,  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance 
trust  fund  builds  up  quite  rapidly  and  in  the  year  2000  is  shown  as 
being  about  $285  billion  and  is  then  growing  at  a  rate  of  about  $17 
billion  a  year.  Likewise,  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  grows 
steadily  under  the  low-cost  estimate,  reaching  about  $6  billion  in 
19S0  and  $22  billion  in  the  year  2000,  at  which  time  its  annual  rate 
of  growth  is  about  $1  billion.  For  both  trust  funds,  under  these 
estimates,  benefit  disbursements  do  not  exceed  contribution  income 
in  any  year  after  1964  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

Table  F. — Estimated  progress  of  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  under 
system  as  modified  by  committee  bill,  low-  and  high-cost  estimated 


[  In  millions] 


Railroad 

Calendar  year 

Adminis 

retirement 

Contri- 

Benefit 

trative 

financial 

Interest  on 

Balance  in 

tions 

payments 

expenses 

inter- 

funds 

fund 

change  1 

Low-cost  estimate 

1975   

$27, 136 

$22, 893 

$365 

$290 

$1, 975 

$59, 091 

1980  

29, 584 

26,027 

402 

115 

3,042 

88,426 

1990    

35,011 

31,844 

474 

-40 

5,597 

159,396 

2000   

41, 743 

34,497 

520 

-95 

10,034 

284,469 

High-cost  estimate 

1975    

$26, 013 

$23, 827 

$422 

$360 

$1, 157 

$38, 052 

1980   

27, 784 

27, 621 

469 

185 

1,407 

46, 018 

1990   

30,649 

35, 112 

556 

40 

838 

27, 601 

2000   

34, 415 

39,204 

609 

-15 

(3) 

(3) 

1 A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive 
figure  indicates  the  reverse. 
2  At  interest  rates  of  3.75  percent  for  the  low-cost  estimate  and  3.25  percent  for  the  high-cost  estimate. 
•  Fund  exhausted  in  1996. 

Note. — Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military 
service. 

Table  G. — Estimated  progress  of  disability  insurance  trust  fund  under  system  as 
modified  by  committee  bill,  low-  and  high-cost  estimates 


[In  millions] 


Calendar  year 

Contribu- 
tions 

Benefit 
payments 

Adminis- 
trative 
expenses 

Railroad 
retirement 
financial 

inter- 
change 1 

Interest  on 
funds 

Balance  In 
fund 

1975  

1980   

1990   

2000  

1975  

1980  

1990  

Low-cost  estimate 

$1, 973 
2, 150 
2,544 
3,033 

$1, 776 
1,909 
2, 107 
2, 512 

$94 
95 
93 

103 

$2 
-6 
-9 
-9 

$151 
206 
401 

765 

$4,391 
5,959 
11,490 
21, 621 

High-cost  estimate 

$1,889 
2,017 
2,225 

$2, 033 
2,  212 
2, 460 

$112 
117 

120 

$10 
4 
1 

$4 

(3) 
(3) 

$169 

(3) 
(3) 

1 A  negative  figure  indicates  payment  to  the  trust  fund  from  the  railroad  retirement  account,  and  a  positive 
figure  indicates  the  reverse. 
2  At  interest  rates  of  3.75  percent  for  the  low-cost  estimate  and  3.25  percent  for  the  high-cost  estimate, 
s  Fund  exhausted  in  1976. 

Note.— Contributions  include  reimbursement  for  additional  cost  of  noncontributory  credit  for  military 
service. 
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On  the  other  hand,  under  the  high-cost  estimate  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund  builds  up  to  a  maximum  of  about 
$46  billion  in  about  15  years,  but  decreases  thereafter  until  it  is  ex- 
hausted shortly  before  the  year  2000.  Under  this  estimate,  benefit 
disbursements  from  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  are 
less  than  contribution  income  during  all  years  after  1964  and  before 
1981. 

As  to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  under  the  high-cost 
estimate,  in  the  early  years  of  operation  the  contribution  income  is 
about  the  same  as  the  benefit  outgo.  Accordingly,  the  disability 
insurance  trust  fund,  as  shown  by  this  estimate,  will  be  about  $2 
billion  during  the  first  few  years  after  1964  and  will  then  slowly 
decrease  until  it  is  exhausted  in  1976. 

The  foregoing  results  are  consistent  and  reasonable,  since  the  system 
on  an  intermediate-cost-estimate  basis  is  intended  to  be  approximately 
self-supporting,  as  indicated  previously.  Accordingly,  a  low-cost 
estimate  should  show  that  the  system  is  more  than  self-supporting, 
whereas  a  high-cost  estimate  should  show  that  a  deficiency  would  arise 
later  on.  In  actual  practice,  under  the  philosophy  in  the  1950  and 
subsequent  acts,  as  set  forth  in  the  committee  reports  therefor, 
the  tax  schedule  would  be  adjusted  in  future  years  so  that  none  of  the 
developments  of  the  trust  funds  shown  in  tables  F  and  G  would  ever 
eventuate.  Thus,  if  experience  followed  the  low-cost  estimate,  and  if 
the  benefit  provisions  were  not  changed,  the  contribution  rates  would 
probably  be  adjusted  downward — or  perhaps  would  not  be  increased 
in  future  years  according  to  schedule.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
experience  followed  the  high-cost  estimate,  the  contribution  rates 
would  have  to  be  raised  above  those  scheduled.  At  any  rate,  the  high- 
cost  estimate  does  indicate  that,  under  the  tax  schedule  adopted, 
there  will  be  ample  funds  to  meet  benefit  disbursements  for  several 
decades,  even  under  relatively  high-cost  experience. 

2.  Benefit  costs  in  future  years  relative  to  taxable  payroll 

Table  H  shows  the  estimated  costs  of  the  old-age  and  survivors 
insurance  benefits  and  of  the  disability  insurance  benefits  under  the 
program  as  it  would  be  changed  by  the  committee  bill  as  a  percentage 
of  taxable  payroll  for  various  future  years,  through  the  year  2050,  and 
also  the  level-costs  of  the  two  programs  for  the  low-,  high-,  and  inter- 
mediate-cost estimates  (as  was  previously  shown  in  tables  A  and  C 
for  the  intermediate-cost  estimate) . 
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Table  H. — Estimated  cost  of  benefits  of  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance 
system  as  percent  of  taxable  payroll,1  under  system  as  modified  by  committee  bill 


[In  percent] 


Low-cost 

High-cost 

Intermedi- 

Calendar year 

estimate 

estimate 

ate-cost  esti- 

mate 2 

1975  

Old-age  and  survivors  insurance  benefits 

7.57 
7.89 
8.15 
7.41 
8.36 
10.39 

7.86 

8.22 
8.92 
10.28 
10. 21 
13.33 
15.08 

10.33 

7.89 
8.39 
9. 14 
8.67 
10.  41 
12.20 

8.97 

1980.  

1990-  

2000  

2025  

2050.  

Level-cost »  

1975   

Disability  insurance  benefits 

0.59 
.58 
.54 
.54 
.61 
.66 

.59 

0.70 
.71 
.72 
.74 
.81 
.85 

.76 

0.64 
.64 
.62 
.63 
.69 
.73 

.66 

1980  

1990  

2000  

2025  

2060  

Level-cost  >  

1  Taking  into  account  the  lower  contribution  rate  for  the  self-employed,  as  compared  with  the  combined 
employer-employee  rate. 

1  Based  on  the  averages  of  the  dollar  contributions  and  dollar  costs  under  the  low-cost  and  high-cost  esti- 
mates. 

*  Level  contribution  rate,  at  an  interest  rate  of  3.25  percent  for  high-cost,  3.5  percent  for  intermediate- 
cost,  and  3.75  percent  for  low-cost,  for  benefits  after  1963,  taking  into  account  interest  on  the  trust  fund  on 
'  Dec.  31,  1963,  future  administrative  expenses,  the  railroad  .  .  tirement  financial  interchange  provisions, 
and  the  lower  contribution  rates  payable  by  the  self-employed. 

F.  SUMMARY  OP  ACTUARIAL  COST  ESTIMATES 

The  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability  insurance  system,  as  modified 
by  the  committee  bill,  has  an  estimated  benefit  cost  that  is  very 
closely  in  balance  with  contribution  income.  This  also  was  the  case 
for  the  1950  and  subsequent  amendments  at  the  time  they  were 
enacted. 

The  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  system  as  modified  by  the 
committee  bill  is  closer  to  actuarial  balance,  according  to  the  inter- 
mediate-cost estimate,  than  was  the  1961  act  according  to  the  cost 
estimates  made  for  it  at  the  time  of  enactment.  The  system  as 
modified  by  the  committee  bill,  and  the  system  as  it  was  modified 
by  the  previous  amendments,  has  been  shown  to  be  not  quite  self- 
supporting  under  the  intermediate-cost  estimate.  Nevertheless, 
there  is  close  to  an  exact  balance,  especially  considering  that  a  range 
of  variation  is  necessarily  present  in  the  long-range  actuarial  cost 
estimates  and,  further,  that  rounded  tax  rates  are  used  in  actual 
practice.  Accordingly,  the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  program, 
as  it  would  be  changed  by  the  committee  bill,  is  actuarially  sound. 

The  separate  disability  insurance  trust  fund,  established  under  the 
1956  act,  shows  a  lack  of  actuarial  balance  of  only  0.01  percent  of 
taxable  payroll  under  the  provisions  that  would  be  in  effect  after 
enactment  of  the  committee  bill,  because  the  contribution  rate 
allocated  to  this  fund  is  slightly  less  than  the  cost  of  the  disability 
benefits,  based  on  the  intermediate-cost  estimate.  Considering  the 
variability  of  cost  estimates  for  disability  benefits,  this  small  actuarial 
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deficit  is  not  significant.  Accordingly,  the  disability  insurance 
program,  as  it  would  be  modified  by  the  committee  bill,  is  actuarially 
sound. 

V.  SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 

The  first  section  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  bill  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964." 

SECTION  2.  5-PERCENT  INCREASE  IN  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND 
DISABILITY  INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

Section  2  of  the  bill  contains  a  revised  benefit  table  to  effectuate 
a  5-percent  benefit  increase,  and  also  provisions  for  adjusting  to  the 
higher  benefit  rates  the  maximum  benefit  amounts  for  families. 

Primary  insurance  amount 

Section  2(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  215  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  so  as  to  provide  a  revised  benefit  table  to  effectuate  the  increases 
provided  by  the  bill  for  people  who  are  on  the  benefit  rolls  before  the 
second  month  following  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is  enacted  and  to 
determine  the  benefit  amounts  of  people  who  will  come  on  the  benefit 
rolls  after  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is 
enacted.  The  new  primary  insurance  amounts,  shown  in  column 
IV  of  the  table,  represent  a  benefit  increase  of  5  percent  over  the 
benefits  of  present  law  for  average  monthly  wages  up  to  and  includ- 
ing $400.  (The  primary  insurance  amount  is  the  amount  payable  to 
a  worker  who  retires  at  or  after  age  65  or  to  a  disabled  worker,  and  it 
is  also  the  amount  from  which  all  other  benefits  are  determined.)  To 
determine  the  benefit  amounts  provided  on  average  monthly  earnings 
above  $400,  the  formula  underlying  the  benefit  table  in  present  law 
was  extended  to  cover  average  monthly  earnings  up  to  $450  and  the 
benefit  amounts  so  derived  were  increased  by  $6.40,  the  same  amount 
of  increase  provided  by  the  bill  in  the  benefit  based  on  average 
monthly  earnings  of  $400.  The  formula  underlying  the  new  benefit 
table  is  thus  approximately  61.79  percent  of  the  first  $110  of  the  aver- 
age monthly  wage,  plus  22.47  percent  of  the  next  $290  of  average  wage, 
plus  21.4  percent  of  the  next  $50  of  average  wage  (as  contrasted  with 
the  present  formula  of  58.85  percent  of  the  first  $110  of  average  wage 
plus  21.4  percent  of  the  next  $290). 

The  primary  insurance  amounts  which  are  provided  by  the  revised 
table  range  from  a  minimum  of  $42  for  people  whose  average  monthly 
wage  is  $67  or  less  to  a  maximum  of  $143.40  for  people  who  will  have 
the  average  monthly  wage  of  $450  that  will  become  possible  in  the 
future  with  the  $5,400  annual  earnings  base  which  the  bill  (in  sec.  (12)) 
provides.  The  primary  insurance  amounts  of  retired  workers  who 
are  now  on  the  benefit  rolls  would  be  raised  from  $40  to  $42  at  the 
minimum  and  from  $127  to  $133.40  at  the  maximum. 

Under  the  revised  benefit  table,  the  total  amount  of  benefits  pay- 
able to  a  family  on  the  basis  of  a  single  earnings  record  will  be  deter- 
mined by  a  new  method.  The  maximum  family  benefit  shown  in 
column  V  of  the  benefit  table  in  present  law  is  1^  times  the  primary 
insurance  amount  or  approximately  80  percent  of  the  average  monthly 
wage,  whichever  is  larger,  up  to  an  absolute  maximum  of  $254- — -twice 
the  maximum  primary  insurance  amount  of  $127.  The  $254  amount 
applies  over  a  rather  wide  range  of  average  monthly  earnings  levels, 
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and  the  maximum  family  benefit  is  not  earnings-related  at  average 
monthly  earnings  levels  above  $317.  The  formula  used  to  determine 
the  maximum  family  benefit  shown  in  column  V  of  the  new  benefit 
table  is  the  larger  of  (a)  1^  times  the  primary  insurance  amount  or 
(6)  approximately  80  percent  of  the  average  monthly  wage  up  to  $300, 
plus  40  percent  of  the  remainder  of  the  average  monthly  wage.  The 
$300  point  at  which  the  40-percent  part  of  the  formula  begins  to  oper- 
ate is  two-thirds  of  the  maximum  average  monthly  wage  of  $450.  At 
the  maximum  average  monthly  wage  of  $450,  the  maximum  family 
benefit  would  be  two-thirds  of  the  average  monthly  wage.  (Because 
this  new  formula  for  determining  the  maximum  family  benefits  would 
result  in  lower  family  benefits  at  a  few  earnings  levels  than  under 
present  law — namely,  for  average  wages  between  $301  and  $333 — 
the  present  maximum  benefits  are  retained  at  these  earnings  levels.) 

Primary  insurance  amount  under  1958  act,  as  modified 

Section  2(b)  of  the  bill  amends  section  215(c)  of  the  act  to  provide 
that  a  person  who  became  entitled  to  old-age  or  disability  insurance 
benefits,  or  who  died,  prior  to  the  second  month  following  the  month 
in  which  the  bill  is  enacted,  will  have  his  primary  insurance  amount, 
as  determined  under  the  provisions  of  present  law  and  appearing  in 
column  II  of  the  revised  table,  converted  to  the  higher  primary  in- 
surance amount  on  the  same  line  in  column  IV  of  the  new  table. 

Maximum  benefits 

Section  2(c)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  203(a)  of  the  act  to  assure 
an  increase  in  family  benefit  for  people  already  on  the  benefit  rolls 
when  the  bill  becomes  effective.  In  the  absence  of  such  a  provision 
some  families  now  on  the  benefit  rolls  could  receive  little  or  no  in- 
crease in  benefits,  since  their  benefits  are  already  at  or  near  the 
maximum  amount  payable  to  the  family  as  provided  in  the  new  bene- 
fit table.  The  bill  provides  that  the  maximum  family  benefit  in 
such  cases  will  be  the  larger  of  (1)  the  maximum  amount  permitted 
under  column  V  of  the  new  table  or  (2)  the  sum  obtained  by  raising 
each  family  member's  benefit  by  5  percent  (and  rounding  it  to  the 
next  higher  10  cents  if  it  is  not  already  a  multiple  of  10  cents). 

Section  2(c)(2)  of  the  bill  repeals  section  203(a)(3)  of  the  act, 
which  provided  a  special  saving  clause  for  the  maximum  family 
benefits  of  people  who  became  disabled  before  1959.  This  clause  is 
no  longer  needed  since  individuals  whose  benefits  were  determined 
under  this  clause  are  now  included  under  the  amendment  made  by 
section  2(c)(1). 

Effective  date 

Section  2(d)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
section  2  will  be  effective  for  monthly  benefits  after  the  first  month 
following  the  month  of  enactment,  and  for  lump-sum  deaths  payment 
where  death  occurs  after  that  first  month. 

Transitional  conversion  from  disability  insurance  benefit  to  primary 
insurance  amount 
Section  2(e)  of  the  bill  is  a  special  transitional  provision  which  will 
apply  to  an  individual  who  was  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance 
benefit  for  the  first  month  following  the  month  of  enactment  of  the 
bill  and  who  died  or  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  in 
the  month  following  such  first  month,  to  make  certain  that  his  existing 
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primary  insurance  amount  is  increased  by  5  percent.  Under  the 
general  rule  in  section  215(a)(4),  an  individual  who  was  entitled  to  a 
disability  insurance  benefit  for  the  month  before  he  dies  or  becomes  en- 
titled to  old-age  insurance  benefits  will  have  as  his  primary  insurance 
amount  (for  retirement  or  survivor  benefits)  the  amount  in  column  IV 
of  the  table  that  is  equal  to  his  disability  insurance  benefit,  if  that  is  the 
largest  amount  to  which  he  could  become  entitled.  In  the  situation 
outlined  above,  the  individual's  disability  insurance  benefit,  since  it 
was  derived  from  a  primary  insurance  amount  determined  under 
present  law,  does  not  have  any  direct  connection  with  column  IV  of 
the  table,  which  contains  the  new  benefit  amounts;  and  thus  the 
general  rule  cannot  be  applied  to  this  individual.  Therefore,  section 
2(e)  of  the  bill  provides  that  this  primary  insurance  amount  is  the 
amount  in  column  IV  of  the  table  on  the  same  line  as  that  in  column 
II  on  which  appears  his  present  primary  insurance  amount.  (This 
primary  insurance  amount  in  col.  II  is  equal  to  his  disability  insurance 
benefit  under  present  law.) 

SECTION  3.  PAYMENT  OF  CHILD'S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  AFTER  ATTAIN- 
MENT OF  AGE  18  IN  CASE  OF  CHILD  ATTENDING  SCHOOL 

Section  3(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202(d)(1)(B)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  for  the  payment  of  monthly  benefits  to  a 
child  of  an  insured  worker  where  the  child  is  age  18  or  over  but  has 
not  reached  the  age  of  22  if  he  is  a  full-time  student. 

Section  3(b)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202(d)(1)  of  the  act  to 
provide  for  the  termination  of  the  benefits  paid  to  a  child  18  or  over 
and  under  age  22  on  the  basis  that  he  was  attending  school.  If  the 
child  was  not  disabled  before  age  18  his  benefits  would  end  in  (1)  the 
month  before  the  month  in  which  he  attains  age  22  or  (2)  the  last 
month  in  which  he  is  in  full-time  school  attendance,  whichever  occurs 
earlier. 

Section  3(b)(2)  repeals  a  sentence  that  is  no  longer  needed  because 
it  has  been  incorporated  in  the  changes  made  by  section  3(b)(1). 

Section  3(b)(3)  adds  to  section  202(d)  of  the  act  a  new  paragraph 
to  permit  a  student  whose  benefits  are  terminated  after  he  attains  the 
age  of  18  to  become  reentitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits,  on  filing  a 
new  application,  if  he  becomes  a  full-time  student  before  age  22. 
(Such  reentitlement  to  benefits  would  end  with  whichever  of  the  fol- 
lowing occurred  the  earliest:  (1)  the  month  before  the  month  in  which 
he  attains  age  22,  (2)  the  last  month  in  which  he  is  in  full-time  school 
attendance,  or  (3)  the  month  before  the  month  he  dies,  marries,  or  is 
adopted  (except  for  adoption  by  certain  close  relatives  now  specified 
in  present  law.) 

Section  3(b)(3)  also  adds  to  section  202(d)  a  new  paragraph  (8), 
which  defines  "full-time  student"  and  "educational  institution."  A 
full-time  student  is  defined  as  an  individual  who  is  in  full-time  attend- 
ance as  a  student  at  an  educational  institution;  whether  or  not  the 
student  was  in  full-time  attendance  would  be  determined  by  the  Secre- 
tary in  the  light  of  the  standards  and  practices  of  the  school  involved. 
Specifically  excluded  from  the  definition  of  full-time  student  is  a  per- 
son who  is  paid  by  his  employer  while  attending  school  at  the  request 
(or  pursuant  to  a  requirement)  of  his  employer.  This  definition  also 
provides  for  the  payment  of  benefits  for  any  period  of  4  calendar 
months  or  less  in  which  a  person  does  not  attend  school  if  the  person 
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shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  that  he  intends  to  continue 
in  full-time  school  attendance  immediately  after  the  end  of  the  period. 

An  educational  institution  is  defined  so  as  to  permit  the  payment 
of  benefits  to  students  taking  vocational  or  academic  courses.  The 
definition  includes  all  public  schools,  colleges,  and  universities  and  all 
accredited  private  schools,  colleges,  or  universities.  An  accredited 
school  would  be  one  approved  by  a  State  recognized  or  nationally 
recognized  accrediting  association.  In  addition,  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  would  be  authorized  to  prescribe 
regulations  defining  the  standards  for  schools  for  which  no  accredit- 
ing body  exists  or  which  are  newly  established  and  which  have  not 
been  in  existence  for  a  long  enough  period  to  qualify  for  approval  or 
accreditation  by  an  accrediting  agency. 

Section  3(c)  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  (s)  to  section  202  of 
the  act.  Paragraph  (1)  of  the  new  subsection  prevents  a  wife, 
widow,  or  former  wife  divorced  from  getting  benefits  if  the  only 
child  in  her  care  is  getting  benefits  solely  because  he  is  a  student. 
Paragraph  (2)  provides  that  the  provisions  of  present  law  which 
permit  a  person  with  a  childhood  disability  to  continue  to  get  benefits 
when  he  marries  another  beneficiary,  and  which  permit  such  a  bene- 
ficiary to  continue  to  get  benefits  when  he  marries  a  person  with  a 
childhood  disability,  will  not  apply  with  respect  to  chddren  over  18 
who  are  attending  school;  and  paragraph  (3)  provides  that  the 
provisions  of  present  law  which  permit  a  person  entitled  to  benefits 
because  of  a  childhood  disability  to  become  entitled  to  a  higher 
spouse's  benefit  without  meeting  the  generally  applicable  dependency 
requirements  will  not  apply  with  respect  to  children  over  18  who  are 
attending  school. 

Paragraphs  (2)  through  (13)  of  section  3(c)  of  the  bill  make  con- 
forming changes  to  incorporate  references  to  the  new  subsection  (s). 

Paragraphs  (14)  and  (15)  of  section  3(c)  provide  that  the  provisions 
of  present  law  which  relate  to  withholding  of  benefits  payable  to  a 
person  with  a  childhood  disability  while  an  investigation  of  whether 
his  disability  still  exists  is  being  made  or  when  he  refuses  to  accept 
vocational  rehabilitation  services  would  not  apply  with  respect  to 
children  over  18  who  are  attending  school. 

Section  3(d)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
subsections  (a),  (b),  and  (c)  of  section  3  will  be  effective  for  months 
after  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is  enacted  or  after  August  1964,  if 
later,  on  the  basis  of  applications  for  benefits  filed  in  or  after  the  month 
of  enactment.  Where,  however,  a  child  was  already  on  the  rolls  in 
the  month  the  bill  is  enacted,  the  amendments  would  apply  to  benefits 
for  months  after  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is  enacted. 

SECTION  4.  REDUCED  BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  AT  AGE  60 

Widow's  insurance  benefits  payable  beginning  at  age  60 

Section  4(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202(e)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  provide  that  a  widow  may  become  entitled  at  age  60  to  benefits 
based  on  the  earnings  record  of  her  deceased  husband,  with  the 
benefits  payable  to  those  who  claim  them  before  age  62  reduced  to 
take  account  of  the  longer  period  over  which  they  will  be  paid.  Under 
present  law,  unreduced  benefits  amounting  to  82%  percent  of  the 
deceased  husband's  primary  insurance  amount  are  payable  to  a 
widow  at  or  after  age  62. 
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Reduction  factors 

Section  4(b)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202(q)(l)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  provide  that  widow's  insurance  benefits  to  which  a 
woman  is  entitled  for  a  month  before  she  is  62  will  be  reduced  by 
five-ninths  of  1  percent  for  each  month  in  the  "reduction  period"  and, 
after  age  62,  for  each  month  in  the  "adjusted  reduction  period." 
Thus,  the  reduction  for  a  widow  claiming  her  benefit  at  age  60  would 
be  13%  percent  (so  that  her  benefit  would  be  reduced  from  the  82% 
percent  of  her  husband's  primary  insurance  amount  that  would  be 
payable  at  age  62  to  71K  percent  of  such  amount).  The  procedure 
for  the  actuarial  reduction  applied  to  the  widow's  benefit  is  the  same 
in  principle  as  that  now  applied  to  old-age,  wife's,  and  husband's 
benefits.  (The  benefits  payable  before  age  65  in  the  case  of  old-age, 
wife's,  and  husband's  benefits  can  be  paid  beginning  at  age  62,  actu- 
arially reduced  for  as  many  as  36  months.  Under  the  amendment, 
the  benefits  provided  for  a  widow  before  age  62  can  be  paid  beginning 
at  age  60,  actuarially  reduced  for  as  many  as  24  months.)  In  the 
case  of  a  widow  who  gets  actuarially  reduced  benefits,  the  amount  of 
the  reduction  in  benefits  will  be  adjusted  at  age  62  (as  it  is  adjusted 
at  age  65  in  the  case  of  individuals  who  get  old-age,  wife's,  or  hus- 
band's benefits  before  age  65),  to  take  account  of  any  months  in  which 
no  benefit  was  payable  because  of  the  operation  of  the  retirement  test. 
The  rate  of  reduction  for  widow's  benefits  is  the  same  as  that  applied 
to  old-age  benefits  payable  before  age  65  under  present  law. 

Entitlement  to  benefits  on  own  earnings  record 

Sections  4(b)  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  the  bill  amend  section  202  (q)  (2) 
of  the  act  to  provide  that  where  a  widow  is  entitled  to  a  disability 
insurance  benefit  based  on  her  own  earnings  when  she  becomes  en- 
titled to  a  reduced  widow's  benefit,  the  reduction  in  the  widow's 
benefit  will  apply  only  to  the  excess  of  the  widow's  benefit  over  the 
benefit  payable  on  her  own  earnings  record.  Similar  provision  is 
made  under  present  law  for  reduction  of  wife's  or  husband  benefits 
where  the  individual  is  entitled  to  a  benefit  based  on  his  own  earnings 
for  the  month  for  which  he  first  becomes  entitled  to  wife's  or  husband's 
benefits. 

Reduction  in  subsequent  old-age  insurance  benefit 

Section  4(b)(5)  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subparagraph  to  section 
202  (q)  (2)  of  the  act  to  provide  a  method  for  reducing  the  old-age 
insurance  benefit  of  a  widow  who  is  entitled  to  reduced  widow's 
insurance  benefits.  The  old-age  insurance  benefit  (whether  the 
woman  beings  to  get  it  before  or  after  she  reaches  age  65)  will  be 
reduced  to  take  account  of  the  widow's  benefits  paid  to  her  before 
age  62.  The  amount  of  the  reduction  in  the  old-age  insurance 
benefit  will  be  whichever  of  the  following  is  larger:  (1)  the  reduction 
that  would  have  been  made  in  the  old-age  benefit  if  no  widow's 
benefit  had  been  payable,  or  (2)  the  dollar  amount  of  reduction  in 
the  widow's  benefit,  plus  the  amount  resulting  from  applying,  to  the 
amount  by  which  the  unreduced  old-age  insurance  benefit  exceeds 
the  unreduced  widow's  benefit,  the  reduction  factor  that  would  have 
been  applied  to  the  unreduced  old-age  insurance  benefit  if  she  had  not 
been  eligible  for  a  reduced  widow's  benefit. 
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Reduction  where  widow  has  a  child  in  her  care 

Section  4(b)(6)  of  the  bill  adds  to  section  202  (q)  (4)  of  the  act  a 
new  clause  (D)  to  provide  that,  regardless  of  the  provisions  for  reduc- 
tion in  the  benefits  of  widows  who  claim  them  before  age  62,  in  no 
case  for  a  month  in  which  a  widow  has  in  her  care  a  child  entitled  to 
child's  benefits  will  she  get  less  than  the  amount  of  the  mother's 
insurance  benefit  that  is  payable,  regardless  of  age,  to  a  widow  caring 
for  a  child  entitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits. 

Reduction  period 

Section  4(b)(7)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202  (q)  (5)  of  the  act  to 
provide  that,  in  the  case  of  widow's  insurance  benefits,  the  "reduction 
period"  will  begin  with  the  first  month  for  which  the  woman  is  entitled 
to  a  widow's  benefit  and  end  with  the  month  before  the  month  in 
which  she  attains  age  62. 

Adjusted  reduction  period 

Section  4(b)(8)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202  (q)  (6)  of  the  act  to 
provide  that,  in  determining  the  "adjusted  reduction  period"  in  the 
case  of  a  widow,  any  months  in  which  her  benefit  is  subject  to  deduc- 
tion because  of  employment  or  is  increased  because  she  has  a  child  in 
her  care  will  be  excluded. 

Definitions 

Section  4(b)(9)  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  subsection  (8)  to  section  202 (q) 
of  the  act;  the  new  subsection  (8)  defines  "retirement  age"  as  age  65 
for  old-age,  wife's,  or  husband's  benefits  and  age  62  for  widow's 
benefits. 

Bar  to  entitlement  to  disability  insurance  benefits 

Section  4(c)  of  the  bill  amends  section  223(a)(3)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  so  that  entitlement  to  reduced  widow's  benefits  is 
included,  along  with  entitlement  to  other  benefits  payable  on  account 
of  old  age,  as  a  factor  precluding  subsequent  entitlement  to  disability 
insurance  benefits. 

Effective  date 

Section  4(d)  of  the  bill  provides  that  reduced  widow's  benefits  will 
be  payable  beginning  with  the  month  after  the  month  of  enactment  of 
the  bill  on  the  basis  of  applications  filed  in  or  after  such  month  of 
enactment. 

SECTION  5.  TRANSITIONAL  INSURED  STATUS 

Section  5(a)  of  the  bill  adds  a  new  section  226  at  the  end  of  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  a  special  insured  status  for  cer- 
tain individuals  who  are  now  in  their  seventies  or  over  and  who  are  not 
eligible  for  benefits  under  the  provisions  of  present  law  because  they 
do  not  have  six  quarters  of  coverage  (or  their  husbands  did  not) . 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  226  provides  that  anyone  who  attains 
age  72  and  does  not  meet  the  existing  insured  status  requirements  of 
section  214(a)  would  nevertheless  be  insured  if  he  has  one  quarter  of 
coverage  for  each  year  elapsing  after  1950  and  before  the  year  in  which 
he  attained  retirement  age  (65  for  men,  62  for  women)  and  if  he  has 
not  less  than  three  quarters  of  coverage.  These  provisions  will  merge 
gradually  into  the  fully  insured  status  provisions  of  the  present  law,  so 
that  men  who  attained  age  65  and  women  who  attained  age  62  after 
1956  would  have  to  meet  the  requirements  of  present  law,  rather  than 
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the  transitional  requirements,  to  qualify  for  benefits.  The  following 
table  sets  forth  the  requirements  for  workers : 


MEN 

WOMEN 

Quarters  of 

Age  (in  1965) 

Quarters  of 

Age  (in  1965) 

coverage 

coverage 

required 

required 

76  or  over  

75     

74.—   

73  or  younger   

3. 
4. 
5. 

6  or  more. 

73  or  over      

72    

71    

70  or  younger   

3. 
4. 

6. 

6  or  more. 

The  benefit  payable  to  a  person  who  meets  only  the  transitional 
requirement  will  be  $35.  The  wife  of  such  a  person,  if  she  attains  age 
72  before  1968,  will  be  eligible  at  age  72  for  a  wife's  benefit  of  $17.50. 

Subsection  (b)  of  section  226  provides  that  a  widow  who  reaches 
age  72  before  1968  will  be  eligible  for  a  widow's  benefit  of  $35  if  her 
husband  attained  age  65  or  died  before  1957  and  was  uninsured  solely 
because  he  did  not  have  six  quarters  of  coverage.  The  specific  number 
of  quarters  of  coverage  required  to  confer  eligibility  on  the  widow 
depends  both  on  her  age  and  on  her  husband's  age,  as  set  forth  in 
the  following  table: 


Year  of  husband's  death  (or  attainment 
of  age  65,  if  earlier) 

Quarters  re- 
quired under 
present  law 

Quarters  required  under  proposal  for 
widow  attaining  age  72  in — 

1966  or  before 

1966 

1967 

1954  or  before  

1956    

6. 
6. 
8. 

6  or  more. 

3. 
4. 
6. 

6  or  more. 

4. 
4. 
6. 

6  or  more. 

6. 
5. 
5. 

6  or  more. 

1966   

1957  or  after  

Subsection  (c)  of  section  226  provides  that  a  widow  who  attains 
age  72  before  1968  will  be  eligible  for  a  widow's  benefit  of  $35  if  her 
deceased  husband  had  become  eligible,  prior  to  his  death,  for  benefits 
under  the  special  insured  status  requirements  set  forth  in  subsection 
(a)  of  section  226,  even  though  the  conditions  of  subsection  (b)  of 
section  226  were  not  met  by  the  deceased  husband  and  the  widow. 

Section  5(b)  of  the  bill  makes  the  transitional  insured  status 
provisions  effective  for  monthly  benefits  beginning  with  the  second 
month  following  the  month  of  enactment  of  the  bill  on  the  basis  of 
applications  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is  enacted. 

SECTION  6.  COMPUTATION  AND  RECOMPUTATION  OF  BENEFITS 

Section  6  of  the  bill  provides  for  automatic  recomputation  of  benefit 
amounts  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  take  account  of 
earnings  after  entitlement  to  benefits,  and  makes  other  technical 
changes  in  the  computation  of  benefits  to  facilitate  such  an  automatic 
recomputation. 

Average  monthly  wage 

Section  6(a)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  subparagraph  (C)  of  section 
215(b)(2)  of  the  act  to  define  an  individual's  computation  base  years 
(from  which  the  years  to  be  used  in  the  benefit  computation  are 
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chosen)  as  calendar  years  occurring  after  1950  (except  that,  as  pro- 
vided in  section  215(d)  of  the  act,  1936  would  be  used  instead  of  1950 
for  a  person  whose  most  favorable  benefit  computation  would  be  that 
determined  over  the  period  from  1937  on),  and  prior  to  (1)  the  year 
in  which  his  first  month  of  entitlement  (including  retroactive  entitle- 
ment) to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  occurs  or  (2)  the  year  succeeding 
the  year  in  which  he  dies,  whichever  is  earlier. 

Section  6(a)(2)  amends  section  215(b)(3)  of  the  act  to  define  the 
number  of  an  individual's  elapsed  years  (which  determine  the  number 
of  years  to  be  used  in  the  benefit  computation)  as  the  number  of 
calendar  years  in  the  period  (1)  after  1950  (this  would  be  1936  for 
those  people  whose  most  favorable  benefit  computation  is  that  deter- 
mined over  the  period  from  1937  on)  or,  if  later,  after  the  year  in 
which  he  attained  the  age  of  21,  and  (2)  prior  to  the  year  in  which 
he  died  or,  if  earlier,  the  year  after  1960  in  which  he  attained  age  65 
if  a  man  or  age  62  if  a  woman.  The  amended  paragraph  provides 
that  elapsed  years  will  be  counted  up  to  the  year  in  which  age  65 
(62  for  women)  is  attained,  whether  or  not  the  person  was  insured  at 
that  time.  Under  present  law,  the  cutoff  point  for  determining 
elapsed  years  is  the  first  day  of  the  year  in  which  the  worker  is  both 
fully  insured  and  has  reached  age  65  (62  for  women). 

Section  6(a)(3)  amends  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  section  215(b)  of 
the  act.  Paragraph  (4)  as  amended  makes  the  new  provisions  of 
section  215(b)  applicable  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  dies 
or  becomes  entitled  to  benefits  or  to  a  benefit  recomputation  under 
section  215(f)(2)(A),  as  amended  by  the  bill,  after  December  1964. 
The  requirement  that  an  individual  have  not  less  than  six  quarters 
of  coverage  after  1950  in  order  to  have  his  average  monthly  wage 
determined  entirely  on  his  earnings  after  1950  has  been  omitted  from 
the  amended  paragraph.  Paragraph  (5),  as  amended,  preserves  the 
present  method  of  computing  the  average  monthly  wage  for  people 
who,  after  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which  the  bill  is 
enacted  and  prior  to  1965  (the  effective  date  of  automatic  recompu- 
tation), became  entitled  to  benefits  or  a  recomputation  of  benefits. 

Primary  insurance  benefit  under  1989  act 

Section  6(b)  of  the  bill  makes  a  minor  conforming  change,  and 
updates  a  reference  in  section  215(d)  of  the  act,  relating  to  computa- 
tion of  primary  insurance  benefits  under  the  1939  Social  Security  Act. 

Certain  wages  and  self-employment  income  not  to  be  counted 

Section  (c)  of  the  bill  amends  section  215(e)  of  the  act  by  repealing 
paragraph  (3),  which  provides  for  a  recomputation  for  self-employed 
people  to  include  earnings  in  the  year  of  entitlement  that  were  not 
included  in  the  original  computation.  (Some  self-employed  people 
operate  on  a  fiscal-year  basis  that  ends  after  the  last  day  of  the  month 
in  which  they  become  entitled  to  benefits.)  This  provision  is  no 
longer  needed  since  all  benefits  will  be  automatically  recomputed  each 
year  under  section  215(f)  as  amended  by  the  bill. 

Recomputation  of  benefits 

Section  6(d)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  215(f)(2)  of  the  act  by 
providing  for  automatic  recomputation  of  benefits  for  each  year 
(beginning  with  1964)  during  any  part  of  which  the  person  is  entitled 
to  old-age  insurance  benefits.  The  recomputation  will  be  made 
without  any  requirement  that  an  application  be  filed,  and  will  be 
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made  without  regard  to  whether  an  individual  has  earnings  of  more 
than  $1,200  in  a  year  after  entitlement  to  benefits  or  has  six  quarters 
of  coverage  after  1950;  all  of  these  conditions  must  be  met  under  the 
present  law.  A  recomputation  under  the  amended  section  215(f)(2) 
will  be  effective,  in  the  case  of  a  living  beneficiary,  with  January  of 
the  year  following  the  year  in  which  the  earnings  were  received.  In 
death  cases  the  recomputation  will  take  account  of  remuneration  for 
employment  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  that  is  counted  as 
wages  for  social  security  purposes  as  well  as  of  social  security  covered 
earnings,  and  will  be  effective  for  survivors'  benefits  beginning  with 
the  month  of  death. 

Section  6(d)(2)  repeals  paragraphs  (3),  (4),  and  (7)  of  section  215(f) 
of  the  act,  removing  the  provisions  for  a  recomputation  to  include 
earnings  in  the  year  of  entitlement  to  benefits  or  in  the  year  in  which 
an  individual's  benefits  were  recomputed  on  account  of  additional 
earnings;  the  provisions  for  a  recomputation  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
benefits  to  survivors  of  an  individual  who  died  after  1960  entitled  to 
old-age  insurance  benefits;  and  the  provision  for  recomputing  at 
age  65  the  benefits  of  an  individual  who  became  entitled  to  benefits 
before  that  age.  All  of  these  are  replaced  by  the  automatic  recom- 
putation provision. 

Recomputation  oj  disability  insurance  benefits 

Section  6(e)  of  the  bill  amends  section  223(a)(2)  of  the  act  so  that 
an  individual's  disability  insurance  benefit  would  be  recomputed  under 
the  automatic  recomputation  provisions. 

Effective  dates  and  saving  provisions 

Section  6(f)(1)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  repeal  of  section  215(e)  (3) 
of  the  act  (pertaining  to  recomputations  for  self-employed  people  who 
use  a  noncalendar  fiscal  year)  is  effective  for  individuals  who  become 
entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  under  section  202(a)  of  the  act 
after  1964. 

Section  6(f)(2)  provides  that  in  any  case  where  an  individual  would, 
upon  filing  of  an  application  on  January  1,  1965,  be  entitled  to  have 
his  benefits  recomputed  under  the  provisions  of  the  present  law,  the 
individual  will  be  deemed  to  have  filed  an  application  on  January  1, 
1965.  Thus,  any  individual  who  would  profit  from  a  recomputation 
under  the  provisions  of  present  law  will  have  his  benefit  amount 
recomputed  automatically  as  though  he  had  filed  an  appliction  for 
that  recomputation.  The  new  automatic  recomputation  provisions 
will  take  over  for  the  future. 

Section  6(f)(3)  retains  section  215(f)(4)  of  present  law  for  the 
purpose  of  providing,  for  survivors  benefits,  a  recomputation  of  the 
primary  insurance  amount  of  an  individual  who  was  entitled  to  an 
old-age  insurance  benefit  and  who  died  after  1960  and  before  1965 
without  having  filed  an  application  for  a  recomputation  that  would 
increase  his  primary  insurance  amount.  The  new  recomputation 
provisions  will  apply  to  deaths  occurring  after  1964. 

Section  6(f)(4)  retains  the  provisions  of  section  215(f)(7)  of  present 
law  for  the  purpose  of  providing  an  automatic  recomputation  at  age 
65  for  individuals  who  take  actuarially  reduced  benefits  before  that 
age  and  who  reach  age  65  before  1965.  This  is  a  special  recomputa- 
tion provided  for  a  man  who  becomes  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance 
benefit  before  age  65  and  who  has  earnings  after  his  entitlement  and 
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before  he  reaches  age  65.  After  1964,  these  recomputations  will  be 
made  under  the  new  automatic  recomputation  provisions. 

Section  6(f)(5)  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by  section  6(e) 
(relating  to  computations  of  disability  insurance  benefits)  will  apply 
to  individuals  who  become  entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits 
after  1964. 

Section  6(f)(6)  retains  the  provisions  in  effect  prior  to  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1960  for  figuring  the  average  monthly  wage 
of  an  individual  who  was  eligible  for  old-age  insurance  benefits  before 
1961  but  who  became  entitled  to  benefits,  or  died,  after  1960;  in  some 
such  cases  use  of  the  prior  provisions  would  result  in  a  higher  primary 
insurance  amount. 

SECTION  7.  IMPROVEMENT  OP  ACTUARIAL  STATUS  OF  DISABILITY 
INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 

Section  7(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  201(b)(1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  increase  the  percentage  of  taxable  wages  appropriated 
to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  (presently  one-half  of  1  percent) 
to  0.65  percent,  effective  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  1964. 

Section  7(b)  of  the  bill  amends  section  201(b)(2)  of  the  act  oo  in- 
crease the  percentage  of  taxable  self-employment  income  appropriated 
to  the  disability  insurance  trust  fund  (presently  three-eighths  of  1  per- 
cent) to  0.4875  percent,  effective  with  respect  to  taxable  years  begin- 
ning after  1964. 

SECTION  8.  GROSS  INCOME  OF  FARMERS 

Increasing  gross  income  taken  into  account  for  optional  method  of  com- 
puting net  earnings  from  farm  self-employment;  amendments  to 
title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
Section  8(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  211(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  to  increase  from  $1,800  to  $2,400  the  maximum  gross  farm  income 
that  a  person  may  use  in  the  optional  method  of  computing  his  net 
earnings  from  farm  self-employment.  Under  present  law,  a  person 
with  gross  income  from  farm  self-employment  of  $1,800  or  less  may, 
at  his  option,  base  his  coverage  on  two-thirds  of  his  gross  farm  in- 
come; with  gross  income  of  more  than  $1,800  and  a  net  of  less  than 
$1,200,  he  may  report  $1,200;  if  his  net  earnings  are  $1,200  or  more, 
he  must  report  his  actual  net  earnings.  Under  the  amendments,  an 
individual  with  gross  income  from  farm  self-employment  of  $2,400  or 
less  may,  at  his  option,  base  his  coverage  on  two-thirds  of  his  gross 
farm  income;  with  a  gross  income  of  more  than  $2,400  and  a  net  of  less 
than  $1,600,  he  may  report  $1,600;  if  his  net  earnings  are  $1,600  or 
more,  he  must  report  his  actual  net  earnings. 

Same;  amendments  to  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 

Section  8(b)  of  the  bill  amends  section  1402(a)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  increase  from  $1,800  to  $2,400  the  maximum 
gross  farm  income  that  a  person  may  use  in  the  optional  method  of 
computing  his  net  earnings  from  farm  self-employment.  Under 
present  law,  a  person  with  gross  income  from  farm  self-employment  of 
$1,800  or  less  may,  at  his  option,  base  his  coverage  on  two-thirds  of  his 
gross  farm  income;  with  a  gross  income  of  more  than  $1,800  and  a  net 
of  less  than  $1,200  he  may  report  $1,200;  if  his  net  earnings  are 
$1,200  or  more,  he  must  report  his  actual  net  earnings.    Under  the 
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amendments,  an  individual  with  gross  income  from  farm  self-employ- 
ment of  $2,400  or  less  may,  at  his  option,  base  his  coverage  on  two- 
thirds  of  his  gross  farm  income;  with  a  gross  income  of  more  than 
$2,400  and  a  net  of  less  than  $1,600  he  may  report  $1,600;  if  his  net 
earnings  are  $1,600  or  more,  hs  must  report  his  actual  net  earnings. 

Effective  date 

Section  8(c)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
section  8(a)  and  8(b)  will  apply  with  respect  to  taxable  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31,  1964. 

SECTION    9.  INCLUSION    OF   ALASKA    AND    KENTUCKY   AMONG  STATES 
PERMITTED  TO  DIVIDE  THEIR  RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 

Section  9  of  the  bill  amends  section  218(d)(6)(C)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  by  adding  Alaska  and  Kentucky  to  the  list  of  States 
which  are  permitted  to  divide  their  retirement  systems  into  two 
divisions  for  coverage  purposes,  one  division  consisting  of  those 
members  desiring  coverage  under  the  act  and  the  other  consisting  of 
those  who  do  not,  with  all  new  members  being  covered  on  a  com- 
pulsory basis. 

SECTION    10.  ADDITIONAL    PERIOD    FOR    ELECTING    COVERAGE  UNDER 

DIVIDED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 

Section  10  of  the  bill  amends  section  218(d)(6)(F)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  to  grant  an  additional  opportunity  to  obtain  coverage  to 
State  and  local  employees  (in  a  State  permitted  to  use  the  divided 
retirement  system  procedure)  who  had  not  previously  chosen  coverage 
under  the  divided  retirement  system  provisions.  The  present  law 
allows  such  employees  a  further  opportunity  to  elect  coverage  only  if 
a  modification  providing  for  such  election  is  mailed  or  otherwise 
delivered  to  the  Secretary  before  1963,  or  if  later,  2  years  after  the 
date  on  which  coverage  was  approved  for  the  group  that  originally 
elected  coverage.  Any  coverage  elected  after  the  original  division 
must  begin  on  the  same  date  as  was  provided  when  the  group  was 
originally  covered.  Section  10  extends  the  time  in  which  such  persons 
could  elect  to  be  covered  until  the  end  of  1965  (or,  if  later,  the  expira- 
tion of  2  years  after  the  date  on  which  coverage  was  approved  for  the 
group  that  originally  elected  coverage). 

SECTION  11.  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  ADDITIONAL  HOSPITAL  EMPLOYEES 

IN  CALIFORNIA 

Section  11  of  the  bill  amends  section  102(k)  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1960  by  adding  a  new  paragraph  (2)  permitting  the 
coverage  agreement  with  the  State  of  California  to  be  modified  to 
apply  to  certain  additional  services  performed  for  any  hospital  affected 
by  any  modification  (in  the  California  State  coverage  agreement) 
executed  pursuant  to  section  102(k).  The  services  which  could  thus 
be  covered  are  those  performed  by  individuals  who  were  or  are  em- 

?loyed  by  such  State  (or  any  political  subdivision  thereof)  after 
)ecember  31,  1959,  in  any  position  described  in  section  102(k).  The 
State  would  have  until  the  end  of  the  sixth  month  after  the  month 
of  enactment  in  which  to  so  modify  its  agreement.  Such  modifica- 
tion would  be  effective  with  respect  to  services  performed  on  or  after 
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January  1,  1962;  it  would  also  be  effective  with  respect  to  services 
performed  before  January  1,  1962,  where  contributions  in  the  proper 
amount  have  been  paid  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  bill. 

SECTION  12.  INCREASE  OF  EARNINGS  COUNTED  FOR  BENEFIT 

AND  TAX  PURPOSES 

Section  12  of  the  bill  raises  the  annual  earnings  base  from  $4,800 
to  $5,400  beginning  with  1965. 

Changes  in  Title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act 

Definition  of  wages 

Section  12(a)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  209(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  (relating  to  definition  of  wages)  to  make  the  new  $5,400 
earnings  base  applicable  to  wages  after  1964. 

Definition  oj  self-employment  income 

Section  12(a)(2)  amends  section  211(b)(1)  of  the  act  (relating  to 
definition  of  self -employment  income)  to  make  the  new  $5,400  earnings 
base  applicable  for  taxable  years  ending  after  1964. 

Quarter  of  coverage 

Section  12(a)(3)  amends  clauses  (ii)  and  (iii)  of  section  213(a)(2) 
of  the  act  (relating  to  definition  of  quarter  of  coverage)  to  provide  that, 
for  calendar  years  after  1964,  an  individual  will  be  credited  with  a 
quarter  of  coverage  for  each  quarter  of  the  year  if  his  wages  for  that 
year  equal  $5,400  (rather  than  $4,800  as  in  present  law).  An  indi- 
vidual will  also  be  credited  with  a  quarter  of  coverage  for  each  quarter 
of  a  taxable  year  ending  after  1964  in  which  the  sum  of  his  wages  and 
self -employment  income  equals  $5,400  (rather  than  $4,800). 

Average  monthly  wage 

Section  12(a)(4)  amends  section  215(e)(1)  of  the  act  (relating  to  the 
amount  of  annual  earnings  that  can  be  counted  in  computing  an  in- 
dividual's average  monthly  wage)  so  as  to  increase  from  $4,800  to 
$5,400,  effective  for  1965  and  thereafter,  the  maximum  amount  of 
annual  earnings  that  may  be  counted  in  the  computation  of  an 
individual's  average  monthly  wage  for  purposes  of  determining 
benefit  amounts. 

Definition  of  self-employment  income 

Section  12(b)(1)  of  the  bill  amends  section  1402(b)(1)(C)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of  self-employ- 
ment income  for  purposes  of  the  Self-Employment  Contributions  Act 
of  1954)  by  increasing  the  maximum  annual  limitation  on  self-employ- 
ment income  subject  to  the  self-employment  tax  from  $4,800  to  $5,400 
for  taxable  years  ending  after  1964. 

Definition  of  wages 

Section  12(b)(2)  amends  section  3121(a)(1)  of  the  code  (relating 
to  definition  of  wages  for  purposes  of  the  Federal  Insurance  Contribu- 
tion Act)  by  increasing  the  maximum  annual  limitation  on  wages 
subject  to  social  security  tax  from  $4,800  to  $5,400. 
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Federal  service 

Section  12(b)(3)  amends  section  3122  of  the  code  (relating  to 
Federal  service)  so  as  to  conform  its  provisions  to  the  changes  made 
in  increasing  the  earnings  base  from  $4,800  to  $5,400. 

Returns  in  the  case  of  governmental  employees  in  Guam  and  American 
Samoa 

Section  12(b)  (4)  amends  section  3125  of  the  code  (relating  to  govern- 
mental employees  in  Guam  and  American  Samoa)  so  as  to  conform 
its  provisions  to  the  $5,400  earnings  base. 

Special  refunds  of  employee  tax 

Sections  12(b)(5)  and  12(b)(6)  amend  section  6413(c)  of  the  code 
(relating  to  special  refunds  of  employee  tax  paid  by  an  employee  on 
aggregate  wages  in  excess  of  $4,800  received  by  him  from  more  than 
one  employer  during  a  calendar  year)  so  as  to  conform  the  special 
refund  provisions  to  the  $5,400  earnings  base  provided  by  the  bill. 

Effective  Date 

Section  12(c)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
sections  12(a)(1)  and  (a)(3)(A)  and  by  section  12(b)  (except  par. 
(1))  are  applicable  only  with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after 
December  1964;  the  amendments  made  by  sections  12  (a)(2), 
(a)(3)(B),  and  (b)(1)  are  applicable  only  with  respect  to  taxable 
years  ending  after  1964;  and  the  amendment  made  by  section  12(a)(4) 
is  applicable  only  with  respect  to  calendar  years  after  1964. 


SECTION  13.  CHANGES  IN  TAX  SCHEDULES 


Self-employment  tax 

Section  13(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  1401  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  to  change  the  rate  of  tax  on  self -employment  income. 
Under  present  law  the  rates  of  self-employment  tax  are  as  follows: 

Tax  rate 

Taxable  years  beginning  after —  (percent) 

1962  (and  before  1966)   5.  4 

1965  (and  before  1968)    6.  2 

1967  _•_  6.9 

The  tax  rates  provided  by  the  bill  are  as  follows: 

Tax  rate 

Taxable  years  beginning  after —  (percent) 

1964  (and  before  1966)  5.  7 

1965  (and  beofre  1968)  6.  0 

1967  (and  before  1971)  6.  8 

1970   7.2 

Taxes  on  employees  and  employers 

Sections  13(b)  and  13(c)  of  the  bill  amend  section  3101  and  section 
3111,  respectively,  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  change 
the  rates  of  employee  tax  add  employer  tax  applicable  to  wages. 
Under  present  law  the  tax  rates  are  as  follows: 

Tax  rate, 
employer  and 
employee,  each 

Calendar  years —  (percent) 

1963-65,  inclusive   3% 

1966-67,  inclusive   4}i 

1968  and  after   4% 
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The  tax  rates  provided  by  the  bill  are  as  follows: 


Calendar  years — 


Tax  rate, 
employer  and 
employee,  each 

{percent) 


1965  

1966-67,  inclusive 
1968-70,  inclusive 
1971  and  after... 


3.  8 

4.  0 
4.  5 
4.  8 


Effective  dates 

Section  13(d)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendment  made  by- 
section  13(a)  will  apply  with  respect  to  taxable  years  which  begin 
after  December  31,  1964,  and  that  the  amendments  made  by  sections 
16(b)  and  13(c)  will  apply  with  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after 
December  31,  1964. 

SECTION  14.  AMENDMENT  PRESERVING  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  RAILROAD 
RETIREMENT  AND  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE 


Section  14(a)  of  the  bill  would  amend  section  l(q)  of  the  Kailroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937  to  change  the  references  from  the  Social 
Security  Act  as  amended  in  "1961"  to  the  Social  Security  Act  as 
amended  in  "1964."  Section  3(e)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
of  1937  provides  that  annuities  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
for  a  month  on  the  basis  of  an  individual's  creditable  service  shall  be 
no  less  than  110  percent  of  the  amount,  or  the  additional  amount, 
which  would  be  payable  to  all  persons  for  the  month  if  the  individual's 
railroad  service  had  been  employment  covered  by  the  Social  Security 
Act.  The  effect  of  the  change  that  this  subsection  would  make  in 
section  l(q)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act,  on  subsection  (e)  of 
section  3  of  the  act  (sometimes  referred  to  as  the  social  security 
minimum  guaranty  provision)  would  be  to  apply  to  the  provisions  of 
such  subsection  (e)  of  section  3,  the  provisions  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  as  amended  by  the  bill.  Thus,  the  amount  of  the  benefits  under 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Act,  calculated  under  this  minimum  guaran- 
tee provision,  would  reflect  the  5-percent  increase  in  the  social  security 
benefits,  and  the  increases  that  would  result  from  the  broadening  of 
the  social  security  wage  base  from  $4,800  to  $5,400  a  year,  as  provided 
for  in  the  bill.  Also,  this  subsection  would  cause  the  annuities  of 
spouses  under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  to  be  reduced  by  the 
amount  of  their  own  benefits  under  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  in- 
creased by  this  bill  instead  of  by  the  amount  of  their  benefits  deter- 
mined under  the  Social  Security  Act  before  it  was  amended  by  this 


Subsection  (b)  of  section  14  of  the  bill  would  amend  section  5(j) 
of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937.  The  amendment  made  by 
this  subsection  is  related  to  the  amendments  which  subsections  (c) 
and  (d)  of  this  section  would  make.  The  amendment  to  section  5(j) 
of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act,  made  by  this  subsection,  would  per- 
mit benefits  to  be  paid  to  a  child  during  a  month  in  which  he  attends 
school  but  during  which  he  ceases  to  be  a  student. 

Subsection  (c)  would  amend  section  5(l)(l)(ii)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937,  which  defines  the  quahfying  conditions  to  be 
met  by  a  child  in  order  to  receive  benefits  as  such.  The  amendment 
would  permit  a  child  who  is  over  17  years  of  age  but  less  than  22  to 
qualify  as  such  for  benefits  if  he  is  a  full-time  student. 
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Subsection  (d)  would  amend  section  5(1)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1937  (i)  to  incorporate  therein  by  reference  the  definition  of  a 
full-time  student  as  provided  in  section  202(d)  (8)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  as  amended  by  the  bill,  and  (ii)  to  make  certain  that  a  child 
entitled  to  benefits  as  such  only  because  of  school  attendance,  would 
not  provide  a  basis  for  the  payment  of  a  spouse's  benefit,  or  for  the 
payment  of  a  widow's  current  insurance  annuity,  to  a  woman  not 
entitled  to  such  benefits  on  the  basis  of  age. 

Subsection  (e)  concerns  the  situation  where  there  is  joint  crediting 
of  railroad  retirement  and  social  security  earnings.  Benefits  to 
survivors  of  a  railroad  employee  are  payable  either  under  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  or  the  Social  Security  Act,  but  not  both,  on  the  basis 
of  his  earnings.  In  general,  benefits  are  payable  under  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  if  the  individual  has  a  current  connection  with  the 
railroad  industry  at  the  time  of  his  death.  In  such  a  case  credits  for 
employment  under  the  Social  Security  Act  are  combined  with  credits 
for  railroad  service  in  determining  the  eligibility  for,  and  the  amount 
of,  the  benefit.  The  compensation  for  railroad  service  is  creditable 
up  to  $5,400  a  year  for  this  purpose.  However,  under  present  law, 
where  an  individual  has  less  than  the  maximum  of  $5,400  in  creditable 
compensation  for  a  year,  his  wages  from  employment,  subject  to  the 
Social  Security  Act,  can  be  added  only  to  increase  the  combined 
creditable  earnings  to  $4,800,  the  present  limit  on  wages  for  a  year 
under  the  Social  Security  Act.  This  subsection  would  permit  the 
crediting  of  wages  for  a  year  in  such  an  amount  as  to  cause  the  com- 
bined total  earnings  to  be  as  much  as  $5,400  for  the  year. 

Subsection  (f)  provides  the  effective  dates  for  the  amendments 
made  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c). 

SECTION  15.   EXTENSION  OP  PERIOD  FOR  PILING  PROOF  OF  SUPPORT  AND 
APPLICATIONS  FOR  LUMP-SUM  DEATH  PAYMENT 

Section  15(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  202 (p)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act.  The  amended  section  202  (p)  would  provide  that  in  any  case 
where  the  proof  of  support  required  in  connection  with  applications 
for  husband's  insurance  benefits,  widower's  insurance  benefits,  or 
parent's  insurance  benefits,  or  an  application  for  a  lump-sum  death 
payment,  is  not  filed  within  the  2-year  period  prescribed  in  the  appli- 
cable sections  of  the  law  and  where  there  was  good  cause  for  failure  to 
file  such  application  or  proof,  the  application  or  proof  could  be  filed 
at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  the  2-year  period  and  would  be 
deemed  to  have  been  filed  within  that  period.  Under  the  present  law 
an  extension  of  only  2  additional  years  is  provided  in  such  cases. 

Subsection  (b)  of  the  section  provides  an  effective  date.  The 
amendment  would  be  effective  with  respect  to  applications  for  lump- 
sum death  payments  filed  in  or  after  the  month  of  enactment  and  with 
respect  to  monthly  benefits  based  on  applications  filed  in  or  after  the 
month  of  enactment. 

SECTION  16.  INTERRELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  VETERANS'  BENEFITS  AND 
INCREASED  SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFITS 

Section  16(a)  of  the  bill  amends  section  503  of  title  38  of  the  United 
States  Code  (which  excludes  certain  types  of  payments  in  determining 
annual  income  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  entitlement  to,  or  the 
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amount  of,  pensions  for  non-service-connected  disability  or  death 
under  ch.  15  of  title  38)  by  adding  a  new  subsection  (b),  providing 
that  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who  is  entitled  to  a  benefit  under 
section  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  or  a  disability  benefit  under 
section  223  of  such  act  on  the  effective  date  of  the  social  security 
benefit  increase  contained  in  section  2  of  the  bill  and  who  is  also,  in 
the  same  month,  entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit  payable  under  chapter 
15  of  title  38,  the  amount  of  the  social  security  benefit  increase  re- 
ceived by  such  individual  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  the  bill  shall 
not  be  counted  in  determining  his  annual  income  under  chapter  15 
of  title  38. 

Section  16(b)  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  amendments  made  by 
this  section  of  the  bill  shall  be  applicable  in  determining  income 
received  for  months  after  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which 
the  bill  is  enacted  (the  month  in  which  the  social  security  benefit 
increase  contained  in  the  bill  becomes  effective.) 

SECTION  17.  AMENDMENT  TO  DEFINITIONS  OF  ASSISTANCE  UNDER  TITLES 
I  AND  XVI  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

Subsection  (a)  would  amend  the  defiaitions  of  "old-age  assistance" 
and  "medical  assistance  for  the  aged"  in  title  I  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  so  as  to  delete  the  existing  limitations  on  payments,  care,  or 
services  to  individuals  who  are  patients  in  institutions  for  tuberculosis 
or  mental  diseases,  or  who  have  been  diagnosed  as  having  tuberculosis 
or  psychosis  and  as  a  result  are  patients  in  a  medical  institution. 

Subsection  (b)  would  make  corresponding  changes  in  title  XVI  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  with  respect  to  persons  65  or  over. 

SECTION  18.  INCREASED  MAXIMUM  ON  FEDERAL  PAYMENTS  UNDER  PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE  TITLES  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

Subsection  (a)  would  increase  by  $5  the  maximum  on  Federal 
payments  to  any  State  for  old-age  assistance  (including  expenditures 
for  medical  care)  under  title  I  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  The  present 
three-step  formula  provides  for  Federal  participation  as  follows: 
(a)  Twenty-nine  thirty-fifths  of  the  first  $35  of  a  State's  average  pay- 
ment; (b)  the  Federal  percentage  of  the  next  $35  of  a  State's  average 
payment;  and  (c)  an  additional  amount  for  State  expenditures  for 
medical  care,  with  a  maximum  of  the  Federal  medical  percentage  of 
the  next  $15  of  a  State's  average  payment,  giving  a  potential  Federal 
participation  in  State  expenditures  up  to  an  $85  average.  The 
committee  amendment  has  the  effect  of  increasing  Federal  participa- 
tion in  the  second  step  from  an  additional  $35  to  an  additional  $40 
of  the  State's  average  payment  above  $35.  This,  in  turn,  raises  po- 
tential Federal  participation  in  State  expenditures  up  to  participation 
in  an  average  payment  of  $90.  In  addition,  the  formula  is  restated, 
for  the  second  and  third  steps,  so  as  to  give  recognition  to  the  State's 
expenditures  for  medical  care  before  applying  the  Federal  percentage 
to  the  remaining  recognizable  expenditures.  The  formula,  as  restated 
by  the  bill,  would  pay  States,  in  addition  to  the  amount  computed 
under  section  3(a)(1)(A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (which  would 
remain  un changed  by  the  bill),  and  in  lieu  of  the  amounts  now  com- 
puted under  sections  3(a)(1)  (B)  and  (C)  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
the  larger  of  the  following: 
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(i)  (I)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  defined  in  sec.  1101(a)(8))  of  all 
expenditures  for  old-age  assistance  in  excess  of  expenditures  counted 
under  clause  (A),  but  not  counting  so  much  of  the  excess  as  exceeds 
$40  times  the  total  number  of  recipients  of  old-age  assistance;  plus 

(II)  15  percent  of  the  State's  expenditures  in  the  form  of  medical 
care,  up  to  a  maximum  of  $15  times  the  total  number  of  recipients  of 
old-age  assistance;  or 

(ii)  (I)  the  Federal  medical  percentage  (as  defined  in  sec.  6(c)) 
of  all  expenditures  in  excess  of  expenditures  counted  under  clause 
(A),  but  not  counting  expenditures  that  exceed  (a)  $50  times  the  total 
number  of  recipients,  or  (6)  if  smaller,  the  total  expenditures  for  medi- 
cal care  plus  $35  times  the  total  number  of  recipients;  plus 

(II)  the  Federal  percentage  of  all  expenditures  in  excess  of  expendi- 
tures counted  under  clause  (A)  and  the  provisions  of  clause  (B)  (ii) 
described  in  these  paragraphs  (ii)  (I)  and  (II),  but  not  counting  so 
much  of  the  excess  as  exceeds  $40  times  the  total  number  of  recipients. 

Subsection  (b)  would  make  corresponding  changes  in  title  XVI  of 
the  Social  Security  Act. 

Subsection  (c)  would  increase  the  maximum  on  Federal  payments  to 
any  State  under  title  X  of  the  Social  Security  Act  by  providing  for 
Federal  matching  of  all  State  aid  to  the  blind  expenditures  not  in 
excess  of  $75,  instead  of  the  current  $70,  times  the  number  of  re- 
cipients of  aid  to  the  blind. 

Subsection  (d)  would  increase  the  maximum  on  Federal  payments 
to  any  State  under  title  XIV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  by  providing 
for  Federal  matching  of  all  State  expenditures  for  aid  to  the  perma- 
nently and  totally  disabled  not  in  excess  of  $75,  instead  of  the  current 
$70,  times  the  number  of  recipients  of  aid  to  the  permanently  and 
totally  disabled. 

Subsection  (e)  would  provide  that  the  amendments  made  by  section 
18  shall  be  effective  for  State  expenditures  made  after  September  30, 
1964. 

VI.  CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  4  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are 
shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in 
black  brackets;  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics;  existing  law  in  which 
no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

TITLE  I— GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  OLD-AGE  ASSISTANCE 
AND  MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE  FOR  THE  AGED 

Payment  to  States 

Sec.  3.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropriated  therefor,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  each  State  which  has  a  plan  approved 
under  this  title,  for  each  quarter,  beginning  with  the  quarter  com- 
mencing October  1,  1960 — 

(1)  in  the  case  of  any  State  other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam,  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the 
following  proportions  of  the  total  amounts  expended  during 
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such  quarter  as  old-age  assistance  under  the  State  plan  (includ- 
ing expenditures  for  insurance  premiums  for  medical  or  any 
other  type  of  remedial  care  or  the  cost  thereof) — 

(A)  2%5  of  such  expenditures,  not  counting  so  much  of  any 
expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 
of  $35  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of  old-age 
assistance  for  such  month  (which  total  number,  for  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  means  (i)  the  number  of  individuals  who 
received  old-age  assistance  in  the  form  of  money  payments 
for  such  month,  plus  (ii)  the  number  of  other  individuals  with 
respect  to  whom  expenditures  were  made  in  such  month  as 
old-age  assistance  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type 
of  remedial  care) ;  plus 

[(B)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  defined  in  section  1101 
(a)(8)  of  the  amount  by  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the 
maximum  which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not  count- 
ing so  much  of  any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month 
as  exceeds  the  product  of  $70  multiplied  by  the  total  number 
of  such  recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such  month;  plus 

[(C)  the  larger  of  the  following;  (i)  the  Federal  medical 
percentage  (as  defined  in  section  6(c))  of  the  amount  by  which 
such  expenditures  exceed  the  maximum  which  may  be 
counted  under  clause  (B),  not  counting  so  much  of  any  ex- 
penditure with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  (I)  the  prod- 
uct of  $85  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such  recipients 
of  old-age  assistance  for  such  month,  or  (II)  if  smaller,  the 
total  expended  as  old-age  assistance  in  the  form  of  medical 
or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month 
plus  the  product  of  $70  multiplied  by  such  total  number  of 
such  recipients,  or  (ii)  15  per  centum  of  the  total  of  the  sums 
expended  during  such  quarter  as  old-age  assistance  under 
the  State  plan  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of 
remedial  care,  not  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $15  multiplied 
by  the  total  number  of  such  recipients  of  old-age  assistance 
for  such  month ;] 

(B)  the  larger  of the  following: 

the  Federal  percentage  (as  defined  in  section 
1101(a)(8))  of  the  amount  by  which  such  expenditures 
exceed  the  amount  which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A), 
not  counting  so  much  of  such  excess  with  respect  to  any 
month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $40  multiplied  by  the  total 
number  of  recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such  month, 
plus  (II)  15  per  centum  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended 
during  such  Quarter  as  old-age  assistance  under  the  State 
plan  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial 
care,  not  counting  so  much  of  any  such  expenditure  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $15  multi- 
plied by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of  old-age  assistance 
for  such  month,  or 

(H)(1)  the  Federal  medical  percentage  (as  delined  in 
section  6(c))  of  the  amount  by  which  such  expenditures 
exceed  the  maximum  which  may  be  counted  under  clause 
(A),  not  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditures  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  (a)  the  product  of  $50 
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multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such  recipients  of  old- 
age  assistance  for  such  month,  or  (6)  if  smaller,  the  total 
expended  as  old-age  assistance  in  the  form  of  medical  or 
any  other  type  of  remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month 
plus  the  product  of  $35  multiplied  by  such  total  number  of 
such  recipients,  plus  (II)  the  Federal  percentage  of  the 
amount  by  which  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  during 
such  quarter  as  old-age  assistance  under  the  State  plan 
exceed  the  amount  which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A) 
and  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  clause  (B)(ii),  not 
counting  so  much  of  such  excess  with  respect  to  any  month 
as  exceeds  the  product  of  $40  multiplied  by  the  total  number 
of  such  recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such  month,. 

(2)  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Kico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam, 
an  amount  equal  to — - 

(A)  one-half  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  during  such 
quarter  as  old-age  assistance  under  the  State  plan  (including 
expenditures  for  insurance  premiums  for  medical  or  any 
other  type  of  remedial  care  or  the  cost  thereof) ,  not  counting 
so  much  of  any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month  as 
exceeds  $37.50  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients 
of  old-age  assistance  for  such  month;  plus 

(B)  the  larger  of  the  following  amounts:  (i)  one-half  of 
the  amount  by  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  maximum 
which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not  counting  so 
much  of  any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month  as 
exceeds  (I)  the  product  of  $45  multiplied  by  the  total 
number  of  such  recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such 
month,  or  (II)  if  smaller,  the  total  expended  as  old-age  assist- 
ance in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial 
care  with  respect  to  such  month  plus  the  product  of  $37.50 
multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such  recipients,  or  (ii)  15 
per  centum  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  during  such 
quarter  as  old-age  assistance  under  the  State  plan  in  the 
form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care,  not 
counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any 
month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $7.50  multiplied  by  the  total 
number  of  such  recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such 
month; 

(3)  in  the  case  of  any  State,  an  amount  equal  to  the  Federal 
medical  percentage  (as  defined  in  section  6(c))  of  the  total 
amounts  expended  during  such  quarter  as  medical  assistance  for 
the  aged  under  the  State  plan  (including  expenditures  for  insur- 
ance premiums  for  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care 
or  the  cost  thereof) ;  and 

(4)  in  the  case  of  any  State  whose  State  plan  approved  under 
section  2  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  (c)(1),  an  amount 
equal  to  the  sum  of  the  following  proportions  of  the  total  amounts 
expended  during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  the  proper  and  efficient 
administration  of  the  State  plan — 

(A)  75  per  centum  of  so  much  of  such  expenditures  as 
are  for — 

(i)  services  which  are  prescribed  pursuant  to  subsec- 
tion (c)(1)  and  are  provided  (in  accordance  with  the  next 
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sentence)  to  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  assistance  under 
the  plan  to  help  them  attain  or  retain  capability  for  self- 
care,  or 

(ii)  other  services,  specified  by  the  Secretary  as  likely  to 
prevent  or  reduce  dependency,  so  provided  to  such  appli- 
cants or  recipients,  or 

(iii)  any  of  the  services  prescribed  pursuant  to  subsection 
(c)(1),  and  of  the  services  specified  as  provided  in  clause 
(ii),  which  the  Secretary  may  specify  as  appropriate  for 
individuals  who,  within  such  period  or  periods  as  the  Secre- 
tary may  prescribe,  have  been  or  are  likely  to  become 
applicants  for  or  recipients  of  assistance  under  the  plan,  if 
such  services  are  requested  by  such  individuals  and  are 
provided  to  such  individuals  in  accordance  with  the  next 
sentence,  or 

(iv)  the  training  of  personnel  employed  or  preparing  for 
employment  by  the  State  agency  or  by  the  local  agency 
administering  the  plan  in  the  political  subdivision;  plus 

(B)  one-half  of  so  much  of  such  expenditures  (not  included 
under  subparagraph  (A))  as  are  for  services  provided  (in 
accordance  with  the  next  sentence)  to  applicants  for  or 
recipients  of  assistance  under  the  plan,  and  to  individuals 
requeuing  such  services  who  (within  such  period  or  periods 
as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe)  have  been  or  are  likely  to 
become  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  such  assistance;  plus 

(C)  one-half  of  the  remainder  of  such  expenditures. 
The  services  referred  to  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  shall 
include  only — 

(D)  services  provided  by  the  staff  of  the  State  agency, 
or  of  the  local  agency  administering  the  State  plan  in  the 
political  subdivision:  Provided,  That  no  funds  authorized 
under  this  title  shall  be  available  for  services  defined  as 
vocational  rehabilitation  services  under  the  Vocational 
Rehabilitation  Act  (i)  which  are  available  to  individuals 
in  need  of  them  under  programs  for  their  rehabilitation 
carried  on  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  such  Act,  or 
(ii)  which  the  State  agency  or  agencies  administering  or 
supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan  approved 
under  such  Act  are  able  and  willing  to  provide  if  reim- 
bursed for  the  cost  thereof  pursuant  to  agreement  under 
subparagraph  (E),  if  provided  by  such  staff,  and 

(E)  subject  to  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 
services  which  in  the  judgment  of  the  State  agency  can- 
not be  as  economically  or  as  effectively  provided  by  the 
staff  of  such  State  or  local  agency  and  are  not  otherwise 
reasonably  available  to  individuals  in  need  of  them,  and 
which  are  provided,  pursuant  to  agreement  with  the  State 
agency,  by  the  State  health  authority  or  the  State  agency 
or  agencies  administering  or  supervising  the  administration 
of  the  State  plan  for  vocational  rehabilitation  services 
approved  under  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act  or  by  any 
other  State  agency  which  the  Secretary  may  determine  to 
be  appropriate  (whether  provided  by  its  staff  or  by  contract 
with  public  (local)  or  (nonprofit  private  agencies) ; 
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except  that  services  described  in  clause  (ii)  of  subparagraph 
(D)  hereof  may  be  provided  only  pursuant  to  agreement  with 
such  State  agency  or  agencies  administering  or  supervising 
the  administration  of  the  State  plan  for  vocational  rehabilita- 
tion services  so  approved.  The  portion  of  the  amount  ex- 
pended for  administration  of  the  State  plan  to  which  subpara- 
graph (A)  applies  and  the  portion  thereof  to  which  subparagraphs 
(B)  and  (C)  apply  shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  such 
methods  and  procedures  as  may  be  permitted  by  the  Secretary; 
and 

(5)  in  the  case  of  any  State  whose  State  plan  approved  under 
section  2  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  subsection  (c)(1), 
an  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended 
during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
proper  and  efficient  administration  of  the  State  plan,  including 
services  referred  to  in  paragraph  (4)  and  provided  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  such  paragraph. 
******* 

Definitions 

Sec.  6.  (a)  [For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  "old-age 
assistance"  means  money  payments  to,  or  (if  provided  in  or  after 
the  third  month  before  the  month  in  which  the  recipient  makes 
application  for  assistance)  15  medical  care  in  behalf  of  or  any  type 
of  remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law  in  behalf  of,  needy 
individuals  who  are  sixty-five  years  of  age  or  older,  but  does  not 
include — 

[(1)  any  such  payments  to  or  care  in  behalf  of  any  indi- 
vidual who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  institution  (except  as  a 
patient  in  a  medical  institution)  or  any  individual  who  is  a 
patient  in  an  institution  for  tuberculosis  or  mental  diseases,  or 
[(2)  any  such  payments  to  any  individual  who  has  been 
diagnosed  as  having  tuberculosis  or  psychosis  and  is  a  patient 
in  a  medical  institution  as  a  result  thereof,  or 

[(3)  any  such  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual,  who  is  a 
patient  in  a  medical  institution  as  a  result  of  a  diagnosis  that 
he  has  tuberculosis  or  psychosis,  with  respect  to  any  period 
after  the  individual  has  been  a  patient  in  such  an  institution 
as  a  result  of  such  diagnosis,  for  forty-two  days.] 
For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  "old-age  assistance"  means  money 
payments  to,  or  (if  provided  in  or  after  the  third  month  before  the  month 
in  which  the  recipient  makes  application  for  assistance)  medical  care  in 
behalf  of  or  any  type  of  remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law  in 
behalf  of,  needy  individuals  who  are  sixty-five  years  of  age  or  older,  but 
does  not  include  any  such  payments  to  or  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual 
who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  institution  (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical 
institution) . 

(b)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  "medical  assistance  for 
the  aged"  means  payment  of  part  or  all  of  the  cost  of  the  following 
care  and  services  (if  provided  in  or  after  the  third  month  before 
the  month  in  which  the  recipient  makes  application  for  assistance) 
for  individuals  sixty-five  years  of  age  or  older  who  are  not  recipients 
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of  old-age  assistance  but  whose  income  and  resources  are  insufficient 
to  meet  all  of  such  cost — 

(1)  inpatient  hospital  services; 

(2)  skilled  nursing-home  services; 

(3)  physicians'  services; 

(4)  outpatient  hospital  or  clinic  services; 

(5)  home  health  care  services; 

(6)  private  duty  nursing  services; 

(7)  physical  therapy  and  related  services; 

(8)  dental  services ; 

(9)  laboratory  and  X-ray  services ; 

(10)  prescribed  drugs,  eyeglasses,  dentures,  and  prosthetic 
devices ; 

(11)  diagnostic,  screening,  and  preventive  services;  and 

(12)  any  other  medical  care  or  remedial  care  recognized  under 
State  law; 

[except  that  such  term  does  cot  include  any  such  payments  with 
respect  to — 

[(A)  care  or  services  for  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate 
of  a  public  institution  (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  in- 
stitution) or  any  individual  who  is  a  patient  in  an  institution 
for  tuberculosis  or  mental  diseases;  or 

[(B)  care  or  services  for  any  individual,  who  is  a  patient 
in  a  medical  institution  as  a  result  of  a  diagnosis  of  tuber- 
culosis or  psychosis,  with  respect  to  any  period  after  the  in- 
dividual has  been  a  patient  in  such  an  institution,  as  a  result 
of  such  diagnosis,  for  forty-two  days.] 
except  that  such  term  does  not  include  any  such  'payments  with  respect 
to  care  or  services  jor  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  in- 
stitution (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution) . 

(c)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  "Federal  medical  per- 
centage" for  any  State  shall  be  100  per  centum  less  the  State  percent- 
age; and  the  State  percentage  shall  be  that  percentage  which  bears 
the  same  ratio  to  50  per  centum  as  the  square  of  the  per  capita  income 
of  such  State  bears  to  the  square  of  the  per  capita  income  of  the 
continental  United  States  (including  Alaska)  and  Hawaii ;  except  that 
(i)  the  Federal  medical  percentage  shall  in  no  case  be  less  than  50  per 
centum  or  more  than  80  per  centum,  and  (ii)  the  Federal  medical 
percentage  for  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam  shall  be 
50  per  centum.  The  Federal  medical  percentage  for  any  State  shall 
be  determined  and  promulgated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
subparagraph  (B)  of  section  1101(a)(8)  (other  than  the  proviso  at  the 
end  thereof) ;  except  that  the  Secretary  shall,  as  soon  as  possible  after 
enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1960,  determine 
and  promulgate  the  Federal  medical  percentage  for  each  State — ■ 

(1)  for  the  period  beginning  October  1,  1960,  and  ending  with 
the  close  of  June  30,  1961,  which  promulgation  shall  be  based  on 
the  same  data  with  respect  to  per  capita  income  as  the  data  used 
by  the  Secretary  in  promulgating  the  Federal  percentage  (under 
section  1101(a)(8))  for  such  State  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1961  (which  promulgation  of  the  Federal  medical  percentage 
shall  be  conclusive  for  such  period) ,  and 

(2)  for  the  period  beginning  July  1,  1961,  and  ending  with  the 
close  of  June  30,  1963,  which  promulgation  shall  be  based  on  the 
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same  data  with  respect  to  per  capita  income  as  the  data  used  by 
the  Secretary  in  promulgating  the  Federal  percentage  (under 
section  1101(a)(8))  for  such  State  for  such  period  (which  promul- 
gation for  the  Federal  medical  percentage  shall  be  conclusive  for 
such  period). 

******* 

TITLE  II— FEDERAL  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND 
DISABILITY  INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

FEDERAL    OLD-AGE    AND    SURVIVORS    INSURANCE    TRUST    FUND  AND 
FEDERAL  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 

Section  201.    (a)  *  *  * 

(b)  There  is  hereby  created  on  the  books  of  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States  a  trust  fund  to  be  known  as  the  "Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund".  The  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  shall  consist  of  such  amounts  as  may  be  appropriated  to,  or 
deposited  in,  such  fund  as  provided  in  this  section.  There  is  hereby 
appropriated  to  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1957,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
out  of  any  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
amounts  equivalent  to  100  per  centum  of— 

(1)  %  of  1  per  centum  of  the  wages  (as  defined  in  section 
3121  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954)  paid  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1956,  and  before  January  1,  1966,  and  reported  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  pursuant  to  subtitle  F 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954,  and  0.65  of  1  per  centum 
oj  such  wages  paid  after  December  81,  1964,  and  so  reported, 
which  wages  shall  be  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the  records  of  wages  established 
and  maintained  by  such  Secretary  in  accordance  with  such 
reports:  and 

(2)  %  of  1  per  centum  of  the  amount  of  self-employment 
income  (as  denned  in  section  1402  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954)  reported  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  dele- 
gate on  tax  returns  under  subtitle  F  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  for  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December  31, 
1956,  and  before  January  1,  1965,  and  0.4875  of  1  per  centum  of 
the  amount  of  such  self-employment  income  so  reported  for  any 
taxable  year  beginning  after  December  31,  1964,  which  self- 
employment  income  shall  be  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the  records  of  self- 
employment  income  established  and  maintained  by  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in  accordance  with  such 
returns. 

OLD-AGE  AND  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS 

Old- Age  Insurance  Benefits 


Sec  202.  (a)  *  *  * 
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Wife's  Insurance  Benefits 

(b)  (1)  The  wife  (as  defined  in  section  216(b))  of  an  individual 
entitled  to  old-age  or  disability  insurance  benefits,  if  such  wife — 

(A)  has  filed  application  for  wife's  insurance  benefits 

(B)  has  attained  age  of  62  or  has  in  her  care  (individually 
or  jointly  with  her  husband)  at  the  time  of  filing  such  application 
a  child  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit  on  the  basis  of  the 
wages  and  self -employment  income  of  her  husband,  and 

(C)  is  not  entitled  to  old-age  or  disability  insurance  benefits, 
or  is  entitled  to  old-age  or  disability  insurance  benefits  based 
on  a  primary  insurance  amount  which  is  less  than  one-half  of 
the  primary  insurance  amount  of  her  husband, 

shall  (subject  to  subsection  (s))  be  entitled  to  a  wife's  insurance  benefit 
for  each  month,  beginning  with  the  first  month  after  August  1950  in 
which  she  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits  and  ending 
with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  in  which  any  of  the  following 
occurs:  she  dies,  her  husband  dies,  they  are  divorced  a  vinculo 
matrimonii,  no  child  of  her  husband  is  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance 
benefit  and  she  has  not  attained  age  62,  she  becomes  entitled  to 
an  old-age  or  disability  insurance  benefit  based  on  a  primary  insurance 
amount  which  is  equal  to  or  exceeds  one-half  of  the  primary  insurance 
amount  of  her  husband,  or  her  husband  is  not  entitled  to  disability 
insurance  benefits  and  is  not  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits. 

(2)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (q),  such  wife's  insurance 
benefit  for  each  month  shall  be  equal  to  one-half  of  the  primary  insur- 
ance amount  of  her  husband  for  such  month. 

Husband's  Insurance  Benefits 

(c)  (1)  *  *  *  _ 

(2)  The  requirement  in  paragraph  (1)  that  the  individual  entitled 
to  old-age  or  disability  insurance  benefits  be  a  currently  insured 
individual,  and  the  provisions  of  subparagraph  (C)  of  such  para- 
graph, shall  (subject  to  subsection  (s))  not  be  applicable  in  the  case  of 
any  husband  who — 

(A)  in  the  month  prior  to  the  month  of  his  marriage  to  such 
individual  was  entitled  to,  or  on  application  therefor  and  at- 
tainment of  age  62  in  such  prior  month  would  have  been  entitled 
to,  benefits  under  subsection  (f)  or  (h) ;  or 

(B)  in  the  month  prior  to  the  month  of  his  marriage  to  such 
individual  had  attained  age  eighteen  and  was  entitled  to,  or  on 
application  therefor  would  have  been  entitled  to,  benefits  under 
subsection  (d). 

(3)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (q),  such  husband's  in- 
surance benefit  for  each  month  shall  be  equal  to  one-half  of  the 
primary  insurance  amount  of  his  wife  for  such  month. 

Child's  Insurance  Benefits 

(d)  (1)  Every  child  (as  defined  in  section  216(e))  of  an  individual 
entitled  to  old-age  or  disability  insurance  benefits,  or  of  an  individual 
who  dies  a  fully  or  currently  insured  individual  if  such  child — 

(A)  has  filed  application  for  child's  insurance  benefits, 

(B)  at  the  time  such  application  was  filed  was  unmarried  and 
[either]  (i)  had  not  attained  the  age  of  [eighteen  or  (ii)]  eighteen 
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(ii)  was  a  full-time  student  and  had  not  attained  the  age  of  twenty-two, 
or  (Hi)  was  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  section  223(c)) 
which  began  before  he  attained  the  age  of  eighteen,  and 

(C)  was  dependent  upon  such  individual — 

(i)  if  such  individual  is  living,  at  the  time  such  applica- 
tion was  filed. 

(ii)  if  such  individual  has  died,  at  the  time  of  such  death,  or 

(iii)  if  such  individual  had  a  period  of  disability  which 
continued  until  he  became  entitled  to  old-age  or  disability 
insurance  benefits,  or  (if  he  has  died)  until  the  month  of 
his  death,  at  the  beginning  of  such  period  of  disability  or  at 
the  time  he  became  entitled  to  such  benefits, 

[shall  be  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month,  be- 
ginning with  the  first  month  after  August  1950  in  which  such  child 
becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits  and  ending  with  the 
month  preceding  the  first  month  in  which  any  of  the  following  occurs: 
such  child  dies,  marries,  is  adopted  (except  for  adoption  by  a  step- 
parent, grandparent,  aunt,  or  uncle  subsequent  to  the  death  of  such 
fully  or  currently  insured  individual),  or  attains  the  age  of  eighteen 
and  is  not  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  section  223(c))  which  began 
before  he  attained  such  age.]  shall  be  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance 
benefit  for  each  month,  beginning  with  the  first  month  after  August  1950 
in  which  such  child  became  so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits  and 
ending  with  the  month  preceding  whichever  of  the  following  first  occurs — 

(D)  the  month  in  which  such  child  dies,  marries,  or  is  adopted 
(except  for  adoption  by  a  stepparent,  grandparent,  aunt,  or  uncle 
subsequent  to  the  death  of  such  fully  or  currently  insured  individual), 

(E)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  is  not  under  a  disability  (as  de- 
fined in  section  228(c))  at  the  time  he  attains  the  age  of  18  and  who 
during  no  part  of  the  month  in  which  he  attains  such  age  is  a  full- 
time  student,  the  month  in  which  such  child  attains  the  age  of  18, 

(F)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  is  a  full-time  student  during  the 
month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  18,  the  first  month  (beginning 
after  he  attains  such  age)  during  no  part  of  which  he  is  a  full-time 
student  or  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  22,  whichever 
occurs  earlier,  but  only  if  in  the  third  month  preceding  such  earlier 
month  he  was  not  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  which  began 
before  he  attained  the  age  of  18, 

(G)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  first  becomes  entitled  to  benefits 
under  this  subsection  for  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of 
18  or  a  subseauent  month  and  who  in  the  month  for  which  he  becomes 
so  entitled  is  not  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  which  began  before 
he  attained  the  age  of  18,  the  first  month  (after  he  becomes  so  entitled) 
during  no  part  of  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  or  the  month  in 
which  he  attains  the  age  of  22,  whichever  occurs  earlier, 

(H)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  after  he  attains  the  age  of  18  ceases 
to  be  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  which  began  before  he  attained 
the  age  of  18,  and  who  either  (i)  attains  the  age  of  22  before  the  close 
of  the  third  month  following  the  month  in  which  he  ceases  to  be  under 
such  disability  or  (ii)  was  a  full-time  student  during  no  part  of 
such  third  month,  the  third  month  following  the  month  in  which  he 
ceases  to  be  under  such  disability,  or 

(I)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  after  he  attains  the  age  of  18  ceases 
to  be  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  which  began  before  he  attained 
the  age  of  18,  but  who  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22  before  the  close 
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of  the  third  month  jollowing  the  month  in  which  he  ceases  to  be  under 
such  disability  and  is  a  full-time  student  in  such  third  month,  the 
earlier  of  (i)  the  first  month  {after  such  third  month)  during  no  part 
of  which  he  is  a  full-time  student,  or  (m)  the  month  in  which  he 
attains  the  age  of  22. 
[Entitlement  of  any  child  to  benefits  under  this  subsection  shall  also 
end  with  the  month  preceding  the  third  month  following  the  month  in 
which  he  ceases  to  be  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  after  the  month 
in  which  he  attains  age  eighteen.]  Entitlement  of  any  child  to 
benefits  under  this  subsection  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  of  an  individual  entitled  to  disability  insurance 
benefits  shall  also  end  with  the  month  before  the  first  month  for 
which  such  individual  is  not  entitled  to  such  benefits  unless  such 
individual  is,  for  such  later  month,  entitled  to  old-age  insurance 
benefits  or  unless  he  dies  in  such  month.  In  the  case  of  an  indi- 
vidual entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits,  the  provisions  of 
clause  (i)  of  subparagraph  (C)  of  this  paragraph  shall  not  apply 
to  a  child  of  such  individual  unless  the  (A)  is  the  natural  child  or 
stepchild  of  such  individual  (including  such  a  child  who  was  legally 
adopted  by  such  individual)  or  (B)  was  legally  adopted  by  such  in- 
dividual before  the  end  of  the  twenty-four  month  period  beginning 
with  the  month  after  the  month  in  which  such  individual  most 
recently  became  entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits,  but  only 
if  (i)  proceedings  for  such  adoption  of  the  child  had  been  instituted 
by  such  individual  in  or  before  the  month  in  which  began  the  period 
of  disability  of  such  individual  which  still  exists  at  the  time  of  such 
adoption  or  (ii)  such  adopted  child  was  living  with  such  individual 
in  such  month. 

(2)  Such  child's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month  shall,  if  the 
individual  on  the  basis  of  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income 
the  child  is  entitled  to  such  benefit  has  not  died  prior  to  the  end 
of  such  month,  be  equal  to  one-half  of  the  primary  insurance  amount 
of  such  individual  for  such  month.  Such  child's  insurance  benefit  for 
each  month  shall,  if  such  individual  has  died  in  or  prior  to  such  month, 
be  equal  to  three-fourths  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such 
individual. 

(3)  A  child  shall  be  deemed  dependent  upon  his  father  or  adopting 
father  at  the  time  specified  in  paragraph  (1)(C)  unless,  at  such  time, 
such  individual  was  not  living  with  or  contributing  to  the  support 
of  such  child  and — 

(A)  such  child  is  neither  the  legitimate  nor  adopted  child  of 
such  individual,  or 

(B)  such  child  has  been  adopted  by  some  other  individual. 
For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  a  child  deemed  to  be  a  child  of  a 
fully  or  currently  insured  individual  pursuant  to  section  216(h)(2) 
(B)  shall,  if  such  individual  is  the  child's  father,  be  deemed  to  be 
the  legitimate  child  of  such  individual. 

(4)  A  child  shall  be  deemed  dependent  upon  his  stepfather  at  the 
time  specified  in  paragraph  (1)(C)  if,  at  such  time,  the  child  was 
living  with  or  was  receiving  at  least  one-half  of  his  support  from 
such  stepfather. 

(5)  A  child  shall  be  deemed  dependent  upon  his  natural  or  adopting 
mother  at  the  time  specified  in  paragraph  (1)(C)  if  such  mother 
or  adopting  mother  was  a  currently  insured  Individual.  A  child  shall 
also  be  deemed  dependent  upon  his  natural  or  adopting  mother,  or 


60 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OP  1964 


upon  his  stepmother,  at  the  time  specified  in  paragraph  (1)(C),  if  at 
such  time,  (A)  she  was  living  with  or  contributing  to  the  support  of 
such  child,  and  (B)  either  (i)  such  child  was  neither  living  with  nor 
receiving  contributions  from  his  father  or  adopting  father,  or  (ii)  such 
child  was  receiving  at  least  one-half  of  his  support  from  her. 

(6)  In  the  case  of  a  child  who  has  attained  the  age  of  eighteen 
and  who  marries — 

(A)  an  individual  entitled  to  benefits  under  subsection  (a),  (e), 
(f),  (g),  or  (h)  of  this  section  or  under  section  223  (a),  or 

(B)  another  individual  who  has  attained  the  age  of  eighteen 
and  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  this  subsection. 

such  child's  entitlement  to  benefits  under  this  subsection  shall,  not- 
withstanding the  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  but  subject  to  subsection 
(s),  not  be  terminated  by  reason  of  such  marriage;  except  that,  in  the 
case  of  such  a  marriage  to  a  male  individual  entitled  to  benefits  under 
section  223  (a)  or  this  subsection,  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  para- 
graph shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  benefits  for  months  after  the  last 
month  for  which  such  individual  is  entitled  to  such  benefits  under 
section  223  (a)  or  this  subsection  unless  (i)  he  ceases  to  be  so  entitled 
by  reason  of  his  death,  or  (ii)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  was 
entitled  to  benefits  under  section  223(a),  he  is  entitled  ,for  the  month 
following  such  last  month,  to  benefits  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

(7)  A  child  whose  entitlement  to  child's  insurance  benefits  on  the  basic 
of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  an  insured  individual 
terminated  with  the  month  preceding  the  month  in  which  such  child 
attained  the  age  of  18,  or  with  a  subsequent  month,  may  again  become 
entitled  to  such  benefits  {provided  no  event  specified  in  paragraph  (1)(D) 
has  occurred)  beginning  with  the  first  month  thereafter  in  which  he  is 
a  full-time  student  and  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22  if  he  has  filed 
application  for  such  reentitlement.  Such  reentitlement  shall  end  with 
the  month  preceding  whichever  of  the  following  first  occurs:  The  first 
month  during  no  part  of  which  he  is  a  full-time  student,  the  month  in 
which  he  attains  the  age  of  22,  or  the  first  month  in  which  an  event 
specified  in  paragraph  (1)(D)  occurs. 

(8)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection — 

(A)  A  "full-time  student"  is  an  individual  who  is  in  full-time 
attendance  as  a  student  at  an  educational  institution,  as  determined 
by  the  Secretary  (in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  him) 
in  the  light  of  the  standards  and  practices  of  the  institutions  involved, 
except  that  no  individual  shall  be  considered  a  "full-time  student" 
if  he  is  paid  by  his  employer  while  attending  an  educational  institu- 
tion at  the  request,  or  pursuant  to  a  requirement,  of  his  employer. 

(B)  Except  to  the  extent  provided  in  such  regulations,  an  individual 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  full-time  student  during  any  period  of  non- 
attendance  at  an  educational  institution  at  which  he  has  been  in 
full-time  attendance  if  (i)  such  period  is  4  calendar  months  or  less 
and  (ii)  he  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  that  he  intends 
to  continue  to  be  in  full-lime  attendance  at  an  educational  institution 
immediately  following  such  period. 

(G)  An  "educational  institution"  is  (i)  a  school  or  college  or 
university  operated  or  directly  supported  by  the  United  States,  or  by 
any  State  or  local  government  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  or 
(ii)  a  school  or  college  or  university  which  has  been  approved  by  a 
State  or  accredited  by  a  State-recognized  or  nationally-recognized 
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accrediting  agency  or  body,  or  (Hi)  a  school  or  college  or  university 
for  which  there  is  no  such  agency  or  body  or  which  has  been  in  opera- 
tion an  insufficient  period  oj  time  for  such  approval  or  accreditation, 
but  which  is  approved  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with  regulations 
prescribed  by  him. 

Widow's  Insurance  Benefits 

(e)(1)  The  widow  (as  defined  in  section  216(c))  of  an  individual 
who  died  a  fully  insured  individual,  if  such  widow — 

(A)  has  not  remarried, 

(B)  has  attained  age  [62]  60, 

(C)  (i)  has  filed  application  for  "widow"  insurance  benefit,  or 
was  entitled,  after  attainment  of  age  62,  to  wife's  insurance 
benefits,  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income 
of  such  individual,  for  the  month  preceding  the  month  in  which 
he  died,  or 

(ii)  was  entitled,  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self-employ- 
ment income,  to  mother's  insurance  benefits  for  the  month  pre- 
ceding the  month  in  which  she  attained  age  62,  and 

(D)  is  not  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  or  is  entitled 
to  old-age  insurance  benefits  each  of  which  is  less  than  82^  per- 
cent of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  her  deceased  husband, 

shall  be  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month,  begin- 
ning with  the  first  month  after  August  1950  in  which  she  becomes  so 
eotitled  to  such  insurance  banefits  and  ending  with  the  month  pre- 
ceding the  first  month  in  which  any  of  the  following  occurs:  she  re- 
marries, dies,  or  becomes  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit 
equal  to  or  exceeding  82^  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount 
of  her  deceased  husband. 

(2)  [Such]  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (q) ,  such  widow's  insur- 
ance benefit  for  each  month  shall  be  equal  to  82^  percent  of  the 
primary  insurance  amount  of  her  deceased  husband. 

(3)  In  the  ease  of  any  widow  of  an  individual — 

(A)  who  marries  another  individual,  and 

(B)  whose  marriage  to  the  individual  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  is  terminated  by  his  death  which  occurs  within  one 
year  after  such  marriage  and  he  did  not  die  a  fully  insured  indi- 
vidual the  marriage  to  the  individual  referred  to  in  clause  (A) 
shall,  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1),  be  deemed  not  to  have 
occurred.  No  benefits  shall  be  payable  under  this  subsection 
by  reason  of  the  preceding  sentence  for  any  month  prior  to 
whichever  of  the  following  is  the  latest:  (i)  the  month  in  which 
the  death  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (B)  of  the  preceding  sen- 
tence occurs,  (ii)  the  twelfth  month  before  the  month  in  which 
such  widow  files  application  for  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  or 
(iii)  November  1956. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  a  widow  who  marries — 

(A)  an  individual  entitled  to  benefits  under  subsection  (f)  or 
(h)  of  this  seetion,  or 

(B)  an  individual  who  has  attained  the  age  of  eighteen  and 
is  entitled  to  benefits  under  subsection  (d) , 

such  widow's  entitlement  to  benefits  under  this  subsection  shall,  not- 
withstanding the  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  but  subject  to  subsection 
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(s),  not  be  terminated  by  reason  of  such  marriage;  except  that,  in 
the  case  of  such  a  marriage  to  an  individual  entitled  to  benefits  under 
subsection  (d),  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  not- 
apply  with  respect  to  benefits  for  months  after  the  last  month  for 
which  such  individual  is  entitled  to  such  benefits  under  subsection 
(d)  unless  he  ceases  to  be  so  entitled  by  reason  of  his  death. 

Widower's  Insurance  Benefits 

(f)  (1)  The  widower  (as  defined  in  section  216(g))  of  an  individual 
who  died  a  fully  and  currently  insured  individual,  if  such  widower — 

(A)  has  not  remarried, 

(B)  has  attained  age  62, 

(C)  has  filed  application  for  widower's  insurance  benefits  or 
was  entitled  to  husband's  insurance  benefits,  on  the  basis  of  the 
wages  and  self-employment  income  of  such  individual,  for  the 
month  preceding  the  month  in  which  she  died. 

(D)  (i)  was  receiving  at  least  one-half  of  his  support,  as  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 
from  such  individual  at  the  time  of  her  death  or,  if  such  indi- 
vidual had  a  period  of  disability  which  did  not  end  prior  to  the 
month  in  which  she  died,  at  the  time  such  period  began  or  at 
the  time  of  her  death,  and  filed  proof  of  such  support  withi  1  two 
years  after  the  date  of  such  death,  or,  if  she  had  such  a  period 
of  disability,  within  two  years  after  the  month  in  which  she  filed 
application  with  respect  to  such  period  of  disability  or  two  years 
after  the  date  of  ruch  death,  as  the  case  may  be,  or  (ii)  was  re- 
ceiving at  least  one-half  of  his  support,  as  determined  in  accord- 
ance with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  from  such 
individual,  and  she  was  a  currently  insured  individual,  at  the 
time  she  becam3  entitled  to  old-age  or  disability  insurance  bene- 
fits or,  if  such  individual  had  a  period  of  disability  which  did  not 
end  prior  to  the  month  in  which  she  became  so  entitled,  at  the 
time  such  period  began  or  at  the  time  she  became  entitled  to 
such  benefits,  and  filed  proof  of  such  support  within  two  years 
after  the  month  in  which  she  becams  entitled  to  such  benefits,  or, 
if  she  had  such  a  period  of  disability,  within  two  years  after  the 
month  in  which  she  filed  application  with  respect  to  such  period 
of  disability  or  two  years  after  the  month  in  which  she  became 
entitled  to  such  benefits,  as  the  case  may  be,  and 

(E)  is  not  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits,  or  is  en- 
titled to  old-age  insurance  benefits  each  of  which  is  less  than 
82 y2  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  his  deceased 
wife. 

shall  be  entitled  to  a  widower's  insurance  benefit  for  each  moith, 
beginning  with  the  first  month  after  August  1950  in  which  he  be- 
comes so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits  and  ending  with  the 
month  preceding  the  first  month  in  which  any  of  the  following  occurs: 
he  remarries,  dies,  or  becomes  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit 
equal  to  or  exceeding  82 }{  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount 
of  his  deceased  wife. 

(2)  The  requirement  in  paragraph  (1)  that  the  deceased  fully 
insured  individual  also  be  a  currently  insured  individual,  and  the 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1964 


63 


provisions  of  subparagraph  (D)  of  such  paragraph,  shall  (subject  to 
subsection  (s))  not  be  applicable  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who — 

(A)  in  the  month  prior  to  the  month  of  his  marriage  to  such 
individual  was  entitled  to,  or  on  application  therefor  and  attain- 
ment of  age  62  in  such  prior  month  would  have  been  entitled 
to,  benefits  under  this  subsection  or  subsection  (h) ;  or 

(B)  in  the  month  prior  to.  the  month  of  his  marriage  to  such 
individual  had  attained  age  eighteen  and  was  entitled  to,  or  on 
application  therefor  would  have  been  entitled  to,  benefits  under 
subsection  (d). 

(3)  Such  widower's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month  shall  be 
equal  to  82%  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  his  deceased 
wife. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  a  widower  who  remarries — 

(A)  an  individual  entitled  to  benefits  under  subsection  (e), 
(g),  or  (h)  ;  or 

(B)  an  individual  who  has  attained  the  age  of  eighteen  and 
is  entitled  to  benefits  under  subsection  (d), 

such  widower's  entitlement  to  benefits  under  this  subsection  shall 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  but  subject  to  sub- 
section^), not  be  terminated  by  reason  of  such  marriage. 

Mother's  Insurance  Benefits 

(g)  (1)  The  widow  and  every  former  wife  divorced  (as  defined  in 
section  216(d))  of  an  individual  who  died  a  fully  or  currently  insured 
individual  if  such  widow  or  former  wife  divorced — 

(A)  has  not  remarried, 

(B)  is  not  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit, 

(C)  is  not  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits,  or  is  entitled 
to  old-age  insurance  benefits  each  of  which  is  less  than  three- 
fourths  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  individual, 

(D)  has  filed  application  for  mother's  insurance  benefits,  or 
was  entitled  to  wife's  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages 
and  self-employment  income  of  such  individual  for  the  month 
preceding  the  month  in  which  he  died, 

(E)  at  the  time  of  filing  such  application  has  in  her  care  a  child 
of  such  individual  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit,  and 

(F)  in  the  case  of  a  former  wife  divorced,  was  receiving  from 
such  individual  (pursuant  to  agreement  or  court  order)  at  least 
one-half  of  her  support  at  the  time  of  his  death  or,  if  such  indi- 
vidual had  a  period  of  disability  which  did  not  end  prior  to  the 
month  in  which  he  died,  at  the  time  such  period  began  or  at  the 
time  of  such  death,  and  the  child  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (E) 
is  her  son,  daughter,  or  legally  adopted  child  and  the  benefits 
referred  to  in  such  subparagraph  are  payable  on  the  basis  of  such 
individual's  wages  and  self -employment  income, 

shall  (subject  to  subsection(s))  be  entitled  to  a  mother's  insurance 
benefit  for  each  month,  beginning  with  the  first  month  after  August 
1950  in  which  she  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits  and 
ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  in  which  any  of  the 
following  occurs:  no  child  of  such  deceased  individual  is  entitled  to  a 
child's  insurance  benefit,  such  widow  or  former  wife  divorced  becomes 
entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  equal  to  or  exceeding  three- 
fourths  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  deceased  individual, 
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she  becomes  entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit,  she  remarries, 
or  she  dies.  Entitlement  to  such  benefits  shall  also  end,  in  the  case 
of  a  former  wife  divorced,  with  the  month  immediately  preceding  the 
first  month  in  which  no  son,  daughter,  or  legally  adopted  child  of  such 
former  wife  divorced  is  entitled  to  a  child's  insuraDce  benefit  on  the 
basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  such  deceased 
individual. 

(2)  Such  mother's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month  shall  be  equal 
to  three-fourth  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  deceased 
individual. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  any  widow  or  former  wife  divorced  of  an  indi- 
vidual— 

(A)  who  marries  another  individual,  and 

(B)  whose  marriage  to  the  individual  referred  to  in  subpara- 
graph (A)  is  terminated  by  his  death  but  she  is  not,  and  upon 
filing  application  therefor  in  the  month  in  which  he  died  would 
not  be,  entitled  to  benefits  for  such  month  on  the  basis  of  his 
wages  and  self-employment  income. 

the  marriage  to  the  individual  referred  to  in  clause  (A)  shall,  for  the 
purpose  of  paragraph  (1),  be  deemed  not  to  have  occurred.  No  bene- 
fits shall  be  payable  under  this  subsection  by  reason  of  the  preceding 
sentence  for  any  month  prior  to  whichever  of  the  following  is  the 
latest:  (i)  the  month  in  which  the  death  referred  to  in  subparagraph 
(B)  of  the  preceding  sentence  occurs,  (ii)  the  twelfth  month  before 
the  month  in  which  such  widow  or  former  wife  divorced  files  applica- 
tion for  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  or  (iii)  the  month  following  the 
month  in  which  this  paragraph  is  enacted. 

(4)  In  the  case  of  a  widow  or  former  wife  divorced  who  marries — 

(A)  an  individual  entitled  to  benefits  under  subsection  (a), 
(f),  or  (h),  or  under  section  223(a),  or 

(B)  an  individual  who  has  attained  the  age  of  eighteen  and  is 
entitled  to  benefits  under  subsection  (d), 

the  entitlement  of  such  widow  or  former  wife  divorced  to  benefits 
under  this  subsection  shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  para- 
graph (1)  but  subject  to  subsection(s) ,  not  be  terminated  by  reason  of 
such  marriage;  except  that,  in  the  case  of  such  a  marriage  to  an 
individual  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  223(a)  or  subsection  (d) 
of  this  section,  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  not 
apply  with  respect  to  benefits  for  months  after  the  last  month  for 
which  such  individual  is  entitled  to  such  benefits  under  section  223(a) 
or  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  unless  (i)  he  ceases  to  be  so  entitled 
by  reason  of  his  death,  or  (ii)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  was 
entitled  to  benefits  under  section  223  (a) ,  he  is  entitled,  for  the  month 
following  such  last  month,  to  benefits  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

Parent's  Insurance  Benefits 

(h)  (1)  Every  parent  (as  defined  in  this  subsection)  of  an  individual 
wbo  died  a  fully  insured  individual  if  such  parent — 

(A)  has  attained  age  62, 

(B)  (i)  was  receiving  at  least  one-half  of  his  support  from  such 
individual  at  the  time  of  such  individual's  death  or,  if  such  indi- 
vidual had  a  period  of  disability  which  did  not  end  prior  to  the 
month  in  which  he  died,  at  the  time  such  period  began  or  at 
the  time  of  such  death,  and  (ii)  filed  proof  of  such  support  within 
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two  years  after  the  date  of  such  death,  or,  if  such  individual  had 
such  a  period  of  disability,  within  two  years  after  the  month  in 
which  such  individual  filed  application  with  respect  to  such 
period  of  disability  or  two  years  after  the  date  of  such  death,  as 
the  case  may  be, 

(C)  has  not  married  since  such  individual's  death, 

(D)  is  not  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits,  or  is  entitled 
to  old-age  insurance  benefits  each  of  which  is  less  than  82% 
percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  deceased  indi- 
vidual if  the  amount  of  the  parent's  insurance  benefit  for  such 
month  is  determinable  under  paragraph  (2)  (A)  (or  75  percent 
of  such  primary  insurance  amount  in  any  other  case) ,  and 

(E)  has  filed  application  for  parent's  insurance  benefits, 
shall  be  entitled  to  a  parent's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month 
beginning  with  the  first  month  after  August  1950  in  which  such 
parent  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  parent's  insurance  benefits 
and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  the  first  month  in  which 
any  of  the  following  occurs:  such  parent  dies,  marries,  or  be- 
comes entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  equal  to  or  exceed- 
ing 82%  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  deceased 
individual  if  the  amount  of  the  parent's  insurance  benefit  for  such 
month  is  determinable  under  paragraph  (2)  (A)  (or  75  percent  of 
such  primary  insurance  amount  in  any  other  case). 

(2)  (A)  Except  as  provided  in  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C),  such 
parent's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month  shall  be  equal  to  82%  per- 
cent of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  deceased  individual. 

(B)  For  any  month  for  which  more  than  one  parent  is  entitled 
to  parent's  insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  such  deceased  individual's 
wages  and  self -employment  income,  such  benefit  for  each  such  parent 
for  such  month  shall  (except  as  provided  in  subparagraph  (C))  be 
equal  to  75  percent  of  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  deceased 
individual. 

(C)  In  any  case  in  which — 

(i)  any  parent  is  entitled  to  a  parent's  insurance  benefit  for 
a  month  on  the  basis  of  a  deceased  individual's  wages  and  self- 
employment  income,  and 

(ii)  another  parent  of  such  deceased  individual  is  entitled  to  a 
parent's  insurance  benefit  for  such  month  on  the  basis  of  such 
wages  and  self-employment  income,  and  on  the  basis  of  an  appli- 
cation filed  after  such  month  and  after  the  month  in  which  the 
application  for  the  parent's  benefits  referred  to  in  clause  (i) 
was  filed, 

the  amount  of  the  parent's  insurance  benefit  of  the  parent  referred 
to  in  clause  (i)  for  the  month  referred  to  in  such  clause  shall  be  de- 
termined under  subparagraph  (A)  instead  of  subparagraph  (B)  and 
the  amount  of  the  parent's  insurance  benefit  of  a  parent  referred 
to  in  clause  (ii)  for  such  month  shall  be  equal  to  150  percent  of  the 
primary  insurance  amount  of  the  deceased  individual  minus  the 
amount  (before  the  application  of  section  203(a)  of  the  benefit  for 
such  month  of  the  parent  referred  to  in  clause  (i). 

(3)  As  used  in  this  subsection,  the  term  "parent"  means  the 
mother  or  father  of  an  individual,  a  stepparent  of  an  individual  by  a 
marriage  contracted  before  such  individual  attained  the  age  of  six- 
teen, or  an  adopting  parent  by  whom  an  individual  was  adopted  before 
he  attained  the  age  of  sixteen. 
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(4)  In  the  case  of  a  parent  who  marries — 

(A)  An  individual  entitled  to  benefits  under  this  subsection  or 
subsection  (e),  (f),  or  (g),  or 

(B)  an  individual  who  has  attained  the  age  of  eighteen  and 
is  entitled  to  benefits  under  subsection  (d). 

such  parent's  entitlement  to  benefits  under  this  subssction  shall, 
notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  but  subject  to  sub- 
section (s),  not  be  terminated  by  reason  of  such  marriage;  except 
that,  in  the  case  of  such  a  marriage  to  a  male  individual  entitled  to 
benefits  under  subsection  (d),  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  para- 
graph shall  not  apply  with  respect  to  benefits  for  months  after  the 
last  month  for  which  such  individual  is  entitled  to  such  benefits  under 
subsection  (d)  unless  he  ceases  to  be  so  entitled  by  reason  of  his 
death. 

******* 

Adjustment  of  Old-Age,  Wife's,  [or  Husband's]  Husband's,  or 
Widow's  Insurance  Benefit  Amounts  in  Accordance  With  Age  of 
Beneficiary 

(q)  C(l)  If  the  first  month  for  which  an  individual  is  entitled 
to  an  old-age,  wife's,  or  husband's  insurance  benefit  is  a  month  before 
the  month  in  which  such  individual  attains  age  65,  the  amount  of 
such  benefit  for  each  month  shall,  subject  to  the  succeeding  para- 
graphs of  this  subsection,  be  reduced  by — 

[(A)  %  of  1  percent  of  such  amount  if  such  benefit  is  an  old-age 
insurance  benefit,  or  2%6  of  1  percent  of  such  amount  if  such 
benefit  is  a  wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit;  multiplied  by 
[(B)  (i)  the  number  of  months  in  the  reduction  period  for 
such  benefit  (determined  under  paragraph  (5)),  if  such  bene- 
fit is  for  a  month  before  the  month  in  which  such  individual 
attains  age  65,  or 

[(ii)  The  number  of  months  in  the  adjusted  reduction  period 
for  such  benefit  (determined  under  paragraph  (6)),  if  such 
benefit  is  for  the  month  in  which  such  individual  attains  age 
65  or  for  any  other  month  thereafter.] 

(1)  1 rf  the  first  month  j or  which  an  individual  is  entitled  to  an  old-age, 
wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's  insurance  benefit  is  a  month  before  the 
month  in  which  such  individual  attains  retirement  age,  the  amount  of 
such  benefit  for  each  month  shall,  subject  to  the  succeeding  paragraphs 
of  this  subsection,  be  reduced  by — 

(A)  5/9  of  1  percent  of  such  amount  if  such  benefit  is  an  old-age 
or  widow's  insurance  benefit,  or  25/86  of  1  percent  of  such  amount  if 
such  benefit  is  a  wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit,  multiplied  by 

(B)  (i)  the  number  of  months  in  the  reduction  period  for  such 
benefit  (determined  under  paragraph  (5)),  if  such  benefit  is  for  a 
month  before  the  month  in  which  such  individual  attains  retirement 
age,  or 

(ii)  the  number  of  months  in  the  adjusted  reduction  period  for 
such  benefit  (determined  under  paragraph  (6)),  if  such  benefit  is  for 
the  month  in  which  such  individual  attains  retirement  age  for  any 
month  thereafter. 

(2)  (A)  If  the  first  month  for  which  an  individual  both  is  entitled  to 
a  [wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit]  wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's 
insurance  benefit  and  has  attained  [age  62]  age  62  (in  the  case  of  a 
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wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit)  or  age  60  (in  the  case  oj  a  widow's 
insurance  benefit)  is  a  month  for  which  such  individual  is  also  entitled 
to— 

(i)  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  (to  which  such  individual  was 
first  entitled  for  a  month  before  he  attains  age  65),  or 

(ii)  a  disability  insurance  benefit, 

then  in  lieu  of  any  reduction  under  paragraph  (1)  (but  subject  to  the 
succeeding  paragraphs  of  this  subsection)  such  [wife's  or  husband's 
insurance  benefit]  wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's  insurance  benefit  for 
each  month  shall  be  reduced  as  provided  in  subparagraph  (B),  (C), 
or  (D). 

(B)  For  any  month  for  which  such  individual  is  entitled  to  an  old- 
age  insurance  benefit,  such  individual's  wife's  or  husband's  insurance 
benefit  shall  be  reduced  by  the  sum  of — 

(i)  the  amount  by  which  such  old-age  insurance  benefit  is 
reduced  under  paragraph  (1),  and 

(ii)  the  amount  by  which  such  wife's  or  husband's  insurance 
benefit  would  be  reduced  under  paragraph  (1)  if  it  were  equal 
to  the  excess  of  such  wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefit  (be- 
fore reduction  under  this  subsection)  over  such  old-age  insurance 
benefit  (before  reduction  under  this  subsection). 

(C)  For  any  month  for  which  such  individual  is  entitled  to  a 
disability  insurance  benefit,  such  individual's  [wife's  or  husband's] 
wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's  insurance  benefit  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
amount  by  which  such  benefit  would  be  reduced  under  paragraph  (1) 
if  it  were  equal  to  the  excess  of  such  benefit  (before  reduction  under 
this  subsection)  over  such  disability  insurance  benefit. 

(D)  For  any  month  for  which  such  individual  is  entitled  neither 
to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  nor  to  a  disability  insurance  benefit, 
such  individual's  [wife's  or  husband's]  wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's 
insurance  benefit  shall  be  reduced  by  the  amount  by  which  it  would 
be  reduced  under  paragraph  (1). 

(E)  If  the  first  month  for  which  an  individual  is  entitled  to  an  old-age 
insurance  benefit  whether  such  first  month  occurs  before,  with,  or  after  the 
month  in  which  such  individual  attains  the  age  of  65,  is  a  month  for 
which  such  individual  is  also  (or  would,  but  for  subsection  (e)(1),  be) 
entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  to  which  such  individual  was  first 
entitled  for  a  month  before  she  attained  the  age  of  62,  then  such  old-age 
insurance  beneiit  shall  be  reduced  by  whichever  of  the  following  is  the 
larger: 

(i)  the  amount  by  which  (but  for  this  subparagraph)  such  old-age 
insurance  benefit  would  have  been  reduced  under  paragraph  (1),  or 

(ii)  the  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  amount  by  which  such  wid- 
ow's insurance  benefit  was  reduced  for  the  month  in  which  such  indi- 
vidual attained  the  age  of  62  and  the  amount  by  which  such  old-age 
insurance  benefit  would  be  reduced  under  paragraph  (1)  if  it  were 
equal  to  the  excess  of  such  old-age  insurance  benefit  (before  reduction 
under  this  subsection)  over  such  widow's  insurance  benefit  (before 
reduction  under  this  subsection). 

(A)  an  individual  is  or  was  entitled  to  a  benefit  subject  to 
reduction  under  this  subsection,  and 

(B)  such  benefit  is  increased  by  reason  of  an  increase  in  the 
primary  insurance  amount  of  the  individual  on  whose  wages  and 
self-employment  income  such  benefit  is  based, 
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then  the  amount  of  the  reduction  of  such  benefit  for  each  month  shall 
be  computed  separately  (under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2),  whichever 
applies)  for  the  portion  of  such  benefit  which  constitutes  such  bene- 
fit before  any  increase  described  in  subparagraph  (B),  and  sepa- 
rately (under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2),  whichever  applies  to  the  bene- 
fit being  increased)  for  each  such  increase.  For  purposes  of  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  the  reduction  under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  in 
any  such  increase,  the  reduction  period  and  the  adjusted  reduction 
period  shall  be  determined  as  if  such  increase  were  a  separate  bene- 
fit to  which  such  individual  was  entitled  for  and  after  the  first  month 
for  which  such  increase  is  effective. 

(4)  (A)  No  wife's  insurance  benefit  shall  be  reduced  under  this 
subsection — 

(i)  for  any  month  before  the  first  month  for  which  there  is 
in  effect  a  certificate  filed  by  her  with  the  Secretary,  in  accord- 
ance with  regulations  prescribed  by  him,  in  which  she  elects  to 
receive  wife's  insurance  benefits  reduced  as  provided  in  this 
subsection,  or 

(ii)  for  any  month  in  which  she  has  in  her  care  (individually 
or  jointly  with  the  person  on  whose  wages  and  self -employment 
income  her  wife's  insurance  benefit  is  based)  a  child  of  such 
person  entitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits. 

(B)  Any  certificate  described  in  subparagraph  (A)(i)  shall  be  effec- 
tive for  purposes  of  this  subsection  (and  for  purposes  of  preventing 
deductions  under  section  203(c)(2)) — 

(i)  for  the  month  in  which  it  is  filed  and  for  any  month 
thereafter,  and 

(ii)  for  months,  in  the  period  designated  by  the  woman  filing 
such  certificate,  of  one  or  more  consecutive  months  (not  exceeding 
12)  immediately  preceding  the  month  in  which  such  certificate 
is  filed; 

except  that  such  certificate  shall  not  be  effective  for  any  month  before 
the  month  in  which  she  attains  age  62,  nor  shall  it  be  effective  for 
any  month  to  which  subparagraph  (A)(ii)  applies. 

(C)  If  a  woman  does  not  have  in  her  care  a  child  described  in 
subparagraph  (A)(ii)  in  the  first  month  for  which  she  is  entitled  to 
a  wife's  insurance  benefit,  and  if  such  first  month  is  a  month  before 
the  month  in  which  she  attains  age  65,  she  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
filed  in  such  first  month  the  certificate  described  in  subparagraph  (A)  (i). 

(D)  No  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  a  month  in  which  she  has  in  her 
care  a  child  of  her  deceased  husband  entitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits 
shall  be  reduced  under  this  subsection  below  the  amount  to  which  she  would 
have  been  entitled  had  she  been  entitled  for  such  month  to  mother's  in- 
surance benefits  on  the  basis  of  her  deceased  husband's  wages  and  self- 
employment  income. 

(5)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  "reduction  period"  for 
an  individual's  old-age,  [wife's,  or  husband's]  wifes',  husband's,  or 
widow's  insurance  benefit  is  the  period — 

(A)  beginning — 

(i)  in  the  case  of  an  old-age  [or  husband's]  husband's,  or 
widow's  insurance  benefit,  with  the  first  day  of  the  first 
month  for  which  such  individual  is  entitled  to  such  benefit, 
or 
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(ii)  in  the  case  of  a  wife's  insurance  benefit,  with  the 
first  day  of  the  first  month  for  which  a  certificate  described 
in  paragraph  (4)(A)(i)  is  effective,  and 
(B)  ending  with  the  last  day  of  the  month  before  the  month 
in  which  such  individual  attains  [age  65  J  retirement  age. 

(6)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  "adjusted  reduction  period" 
for  an  individual's  old-age,  [wife's,  or  husband's]  wife's,  husband's, 
or  widow's  insurance  benefit  is  the  reduction  period  prescribed  by 
paragraph  (5)  for  such  benefit,  excluding  from  such  period — 

(A)  any  month  in  which  such  benefit  was  subject  to  deduc- 
tions under  section  203(b),  203(c)(1),  203(d)(1),  or  222(b). 

(B)  in  the  case  of  wife's  insurance  benefits,  any  month  in 
which  she  has  in  her  care  (individually  or  jointly  with  the  person 
on  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income  such  benefit  is 
based)  a  child  of  such  person  entitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits, 
[and  j 

(C)  in  the  case  of  wife's  or  husband's  insurance  benefits,  any 
month  for  which  such  individual  was  not  entitled  to  such  benefits 
becuase  the  spouse  on  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income 
such  benefits  were  based  ceased  to  be  under  a  [disability.]  dis- 
ability, and 

(D)  in  the  case  of  widow's  insurance  benefits,  any  month  in  which 
the  reduction  in  the  amount  oj  such  beneUt  was  determined  under 
paragraph  (4)(D). 

(7)  This  subsection  shall  be  applied  after  reduction  under  section 
203(a)  and  after  application  of  section  215(g).  If  the  amount  of  any 
reduction  computed  under  paragraph  (1)  or  (2)  is  not  a  multiple  of 
$0.10,  it  shall  be  reduced  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of  $0.10. 

(8)  For  purposes  oj  this  subsection,  the  term  "retirement  age"  means 
age  65  with  respect  to  an  old-age,  wife's,  or  husband's  insurance  benefit 
and  age  62  with  respect  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit. 

******* 

Child  Aged  18  or  Over  Attending  School 

(s)(l)  For  the  purposes  of  subsections  (b)(1),  (g)(1),  (g)(4),  and 
(g)(6)  of  this  section  and  paragraphs  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  section  208(c), 
a  child  who  is  entitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits  under  subsection  (d) 
for  any  month,  and  who  has  attained  the  age  of  18  but  is  not  in  such 
month  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  section  223(c))  which  began 
before  he  attained  such  age,  shall  be  deemed  not  entitled  to  such  benefits  for 
such  month,  unless  he  was  under  such  a  disability  in  the  third  month 
before  such  month. 

(2)  Subsection  (f)(4),  and  so  much  of  subsections  (d)(6),  (e)(4), 
(d)(4),  and  (h)(4)  of  this  section  as  precedes  the  semicolon,  shall  not 
apply  in  the  case  of  any  child  unless  such  child,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage 
referred  to  therein,  was  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  section  223 
(c))  which  began  before  such  child  attained  the  age  of  18  or  had  been 
under  such  a  disability  in  the  third  month  before  the  month  in  which  such 
marriage  occurred. 

(8)  Subsections  (c)(2)(B)  and  (f)(2)(B)  of  this  section,  so  much  of 
subsections  (d)(6),  (e)(4),  (g)(4),  and  (h)(4)  of  this  section  as  follows 
the  semicolon,  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  203,  subsection 
(f)(1)(C)  of  section  208,  and  subsections  (b)(8)(B),  (c)(6)(B), 
(f)(8)(B),  and  (g)(6)(B)  of  section  216  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of 
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any  child  with  respect  to  any  month  referred  to  therein  unless  in  such 
month  or  the  third  month  prior  thereto  such  child  was  under  a  disability 
(as  defined  in  section  223(c))  which  began  before  such  child  attained  the 
age  of  18. 

******* 

REDUCTION  OF  INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

Maximum  Benefits 

Sec.  203.  (a)  Whenever  the  total  of  monthly  benefits  to  which 
individuals  are  entitled  under  sections  202  and  223  for  a  month  on 
the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  an  insured 
individual  is  greater  than  the  amount  appearing  in  column  V  of  the 
table  in  section  215(a)  on  the  fine  on  which  appears  in  column  IV 
such  insured  individual's  primary  insurance  amount,  such  total  of 
benefits  shall  be  reduced  to  such  amount;  except  that— 

(1)  when  any  of  such  individuals  so  entitled  would  (but  for 
the  provisions  of  section  202 (k)  (2)  (A))  be  entitled  to  child's 
insurance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment 
income  of  one  or  more  other  insured  individuals,  such  total  of 
benefits  shall  not  be  reduced  to  less  than  the  smaller  of:  (A)  the 
sum  of  the  maximum  amounts  of  benefits  payable  on  the  basis 
of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  all  such  insured  in- 
dividuals, or  (B)  the  last  figure  in  column  V  of  the  table  appear- 
ing in  section  215(a),  or 

[(2)  when  any  of  such  individuals  was  entitled  (without  the 
application  of  section  202 (j) (1)  and  section  223(b))  to  monthly 
benefits  under  section  202  or  section  223  for  December  1958,  and 
the  primary  insurance  amount  of  the  insured  individual  on  the 
basis  of  whose  wages  and  self-employment  income  such  monthly 
benefits  are  payable  is  determined  under  the  provisions  of  section 
215(a)(2),  then  such  total  benefits  shall  not  be  reduced  to  less 
than  the  larger  of — 

[(A)  the  amount  determined  under  this  subsection  with- 
out regard  to  this  paragraph,  or 

[(B)  the  amount  determined  under  this  subsection  as  in 
effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1958  or  the  amount  determined  under  section  102(h) 
of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1954,  as  the  case  may 
be,  plus  the  excess  of — ■ 

[(i)  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  insured 
individual  in  column  IV  of  the  table  appearing  in  sec- 
tion 215(a),  over 

[(h)  his  primary  insurance  amount  determined  under 
section  215(c),  or] 

(2)  when  2  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (without  the  application 
of  section  202(f)(1)  and  section  223(b))  to  monthly  benefits  under 
sections  202  and  223  for  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964  are  enacted  on  the  basis 
of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  such  insured  individual, 
such  total  of  benefits  shall  not  be  reduced  to  less  than  the  larger  of — 

(A)  the  amount  determined  under  this  subsection  without 
regard  to  this  paragraph,  or 
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(i?)  the  sum  of  the  amounts  derived  by  multiplying  the  benefit 
amount  {determined  under  this  title  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964)  °f  each 
such  person  for  the  month  specified  therein  by  105  percent  and 
raising  each  such  increased  amount,  if  it  is  not  a  multiple  of 
$0.10,  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of  $0.10. 
[(3)  when  any  of  such  individuals  is  entitled  (without  the  ap- 
plication of  section  202(j)(l)  and  section  223(b))  to  monthly 
benefits  based  on  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  an 
insured  individual  with  respect  to  whom  a  period  of  disability 
(as  defined  in  section  216(i))  began  prior  to  January  1959  and 
continued  until— 

[(A)  he  became  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202  or 
223,  or 

£(B)  he  died,  whichever  first  occurred, 
and  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  insured  individual 
is  determined  under  the  provisions  of  section  215(a)  (1)  or  (3), 
then  such  total  of  benefits  shall  not  be  reduced  to  less  than  $99.10 
if  such  primary  insurance  amount  is  $66,  to  less  than  $102.40  if 
such  primary  insurance  amount  is  $67,  to  less  than  $106.50  if  such 
primary  insurance  amount  is  $68,  or,  if  such  primary  insurance 
amount  is  higher  than  $68,  to  less  than  the  smaller  of — 

£(C)   the   amount   determined   under   this  subsection 

without  regard  to  this  paragraph,  or  $206.60,  whichever  is 

larger,  or 

[(D)  the  amount  in  column  V  of  such  table  on  the  same 
line  on  which,  in  column  IV,  appears  his  primary  insurance 
amount,  plus  the  excess  of — 

[(i)  such  primary  insurance  amount,  over 
[(ii)  the  smaller  amount  in  column  II  of  the  table  on 
the  line  on  which  appears  such  primary  insurance  amount. 
In  any  case  in  which  benefits  are  reduced  pursuant  to  the  pre- 
ceding provisions  of  this  subsection,  such  reduction  shall  be  made 
after  any  deductions  under  this  section  and  after  any  deductions 
under  section  222(b).  Whenever  a  reduction  is  made  under  this 
subsection,  each  benefit,  except  the  old-age  or  disability  insurance 
benefit,  shall  be  proportionately  decreased.] 
******* 

Deductions  on  Account  of  Noncovered  Work  Outside  the  United 
States  or  Failure  to  Have  Child  in  Care 

(c)  Deductions,  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  time  or  times  as  the 
Secretary  shall  determine,  shall  be  made  from  any  payment  or  pay- 
ments under  this  title  to  which  an  individual  is  entitled,  until  the 
total  of  such  deductions  equals  such  individual's  benefit  or  benefits 
under  section  202  for  any  month — 

(1)  in  which  such  individual  is  under  the  age  of  seventy-two 
and  on  seven  or  more  different  calendar  days  of  which  he  en- 
gaged in  noncovered  remunerative  activity  outside  the  United 
States;  or 

(2)  in  which  such  individual,  if  a  wife  under  age  sixty-five 
entitled  to  a  wife's  insurance  benefit,  did  not  have  in  her  care 
(individually  or  jointly  with  her  husband)  a  child  of  her  husband 
entitled  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit  and  such  wife's  insurance 
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benefit  for  such  month  was  not  reduced  under  the  provisions  of 
section  202  (q) ;  or 

(3)  in  which  such  individual,  if  a  widow  entitled  to  a  Mother's 
insurance  benefit,  did  not  have  in  her  care  a  child  of  her  deceased 
husband  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit;  or 

(4)  in  which  such  individual,  if  a  former  wife  divorced  entitled 
to  a  mother's  insurance  benefit,  did  not  have  in  her  care  a  child 
of  her  deceased  former  husband  who  (A)  it.  her  son,  daughter,  or 
legally  adopted  child  and  (B)  is  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance 
benefit  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of 
her  deceased  former  husband. 

For  purposes  of  paragraphs  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  this  subsection,  a  child 
shall  not  be  considered  to  be  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit 
for  any  month  in  which  paragraph  (1)  of  section  202(s)  applies  or  an 
event  specified  in  section  222(b)  occurs  with  respect  to  such  child. 
[No]  Subject  to  paragraph  (3)  of  such  section  202 (s),  no  deduction 
shall  be  made  under  this  subsection  from  any  child's  insurance  benefit 
for  the  month  in  which  the  child  entitled  to  such  benefit  attained  the 
age  of  eighteen  or  any  subsequent  month. 

******* 

Months  to  Which  Earnings  Are  Charged 

(f)  For  purposes  of  subsection  (b) — ■ 

(1)  The  amount  of  an  individual's  excess  earnings  (as  de- 
fined in  paragraph  (3))  shall  be  charged  to  months  as  follows: 
There  shall  be  charged  to  the  first  month  of  such  taxable  year 
an  amount  of  his  excess  earnings  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  pay- 
ments to  which  he  and  all  other  persons  are  entitled  for  such 
month  under  section  202  on  the  basis  of  his  wages  and  self -employ- 
ment income  (or  the  total  of  his  excess  earnings  if  such  excess 
earnings  are  less  than  such  sum),  and  the  balance,  if  any,  of 
such  excess  earnings  shall  be  charged  to  each  succeeding  month 
in  such  year  to  the  extent,  in  the  case  of  each  such  month,  of  the 
sum  of  the  payments  to  which  such  individual  and  all  other 
persons  are  entitled  for  such  month  under  section  202  on  the 
basis  of  his  wages  and  self-employment  income,  until  the  total 
of  such  excess  has  been  so  charged.  Where  an  individual  is 
entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202  and  other  persons  are 
entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202  (a),  (b),  (c),  or  (d)  on  the 
basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  such  individual, 
the  excess  earnings  of  such  individual  for  any  taxable  year  shall 
be  charged  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  subsection 
before  the  excess  earnings  of  such  persons  for  a  taxable  year  are 
charged  to  months  in  such  individual's  taxable  year.  Notwith- 
standing the  preceding  provisions  of  this  paragraph  but  subject 
to  section  202{s),  no  part  of  the  excess  earnings  of  an  individual 
shall  be  charged  to  any  month  (A)  for  which  such  individual  was 
not  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  this  title,  (B)  in  which  such  indi- 
vidual was  age  seventy-two  or  over,  (C)  in  which  such  individual, 
if  a  child  entitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits,  has  attained  the 
age  of  18,  or  (D)  in  which  such  individual  did  not  engage  in 
self-employment  and  did  not  render  services  for  wages  (deter- 
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mined  as  provided  in  paragraph  (5)  of  this  subsection)  of  more 
than  $100. 

******* 


Definition  of  Wages 

Sec.  209.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  "wages"  means 
remuneration  paid  prior  to  1951  which  was  wages  for  the  purposes 
of  this  title  under  the  law  applicable  to  the  payment  of  such  re- 
muneration, and  remuneration  paid  after  1950  for  employment, 
including  the  cash  value  of  all  remuneration  paid  in  any  medium 
other  than  cash;  except  that,  in  the  case  of  remuneration  paid  after 
1950,  such  term  shall  not  include — - 

(a)  (1)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remuneration 
(other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding  subsections 
of  this  section)  equal  to  $3,600  with  respect  to  employment  has 
been  paid  to  an  individual  during  any  calendar  year  prior  to  1955, 
is  paid  to  such  individual  during  such  calendar  year; 

(2)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remuneration  (other 
than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding  subsections  of 
this  section)  equal  to  $4,200  with  respect  to  employment  has  been 
paid  to  an  individual  during  any  calendar  year  after  1954  and  prior 
to  1959,  is  paid  to  such  individual  during  such  calendar  year; 

(3)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remuneration  (other 
than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding  subsections  of 
this  section)  equal  to  $4,800  with  respect  to  employment  has  been 
paid  to  an  individual  during  any  calendar  year  after  1958  and 
before  1965,  is  paid  to  such  individual  during  such  calendar  year; 

(4)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  remuneration  (other 
than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding  subsections  of  this 
section)  equal  to  $5,400  with  respect  to  employment  has  been  paid 
to  an  individual  during  any  calendar  year  after  1964,  is  paid  to  such 
individual  during  such  calendar  year; 

(b)  The  amount  of  any  payment  (including  any  amount  paid  by 
an  employer  for  insurance  or  annuities,  or  into  a  fund,  to  provide 
for  any  such  payment)  made  to,  or  on  behalf  of,  an  employee  or 
any  of  his  dependents  under  a  plan  or  system  established  by  an 
employer  which  makes  provision  for  his  employees  generally  (or 
for  his  employees  generally  and  their  dependents)  or  for  a  class  or 
classes  of  his  employees  (or  for  a  class  of  classes  of  his  employees 
and  their  dependents),  on  account  of  (1)  retirement,  or  (2)  sick- 
ness or  accident  disability,  or  (3)  medical  or  hospitalization 
expenses  in  connection  with  sickness  or  accident  disability,  or 
(4)  death; 

(c)  Any  payment  made  to  an  employee  (including  any  amount 
paid  by  an  employer  for  insurance  or  annuities,  or  into  a  fund,  to 
provide  for  any  such  payment)  on  account  of  retirement; 

(d)  Any  payment  on  account  of  sickness  or  accident  disability, 
or  medical  or  hospitalization  expenses  in  connection  with  sickness 
or  accident  disability,  made  by  an  employer  to,  or  on  behalf  of,  an 
employee  after  the  expiration  of  six  calendar  months  following  the 
last  calendar  month  in  which  the  employee  worked  for  such 
employer ; 

(e)  Any  payment  made  to,  or  on  behalf  of,  an  employee  or  his 
beneficiary  (1)  from  or  to  a  trust  exempt  from  tax  under  section 
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165(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1939  at  the  time  of  such 
payment  ot,  in  the  case  of  a  payment  after  1954,  under  sections 
401  and  501(a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954,  unless  such 
payment  is  made  to  an  employee  of  the  trust  as  remuneration  for 
services  rendered  as  such  employee  and  not  as  a  beneficiary  of 
the  trust,  or  (2)  under  or  to  an  annuity  plan  which,  at  the  time 
of  such  payment,  meets  the  requirements  of  section  165(a)  (3), 
(4),  (5),  and  (6)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1939  or,  in  the 
case  of  a  payment  after  1954,  the  requirements  of  section  401(a) 
(3),  (4),  (5),  and  (6)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954; 

(f)  The  payment  by  an  employer  (without  deduction  from  the 
remuneration  of  the  employee)  (1)  of  the  tax  imposed  upon  an 
employee  under  section  1400  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1939,  or  in  the  case  of  a  payment  after  1954  under  section  3101 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954,  or  (2)  of  any  payment 
required  from  an  employee  under  a  State  unemployment  com- 
pensation law; 

(g)  (1)  Remuneration  paid  in  any  medium  other  than  cash  to 
an  employee  for  service  not  in  the  course  of  the  employer's  trade  or 
business  or  for  domestic  service  in  a  private  home  of  the  employer; 

(2)  Cash  remuneration  paid  by  an  employer  in  any  calendar 
quarter  to  an  employee  for  domestic  service  in.  a  private  home  of 
the  employer,  if  the  cash  remuneration  paid  in  such  quarter  by 
the  employer  to  the  employee  for  such  service  is  less  than  $50. 
As  used  in  this  paragraph,  the  term  "domestic  service  in  a  private 
home  of  the  employer"  does  not  include  service  described  in 
section  210(f)(5); 

(3)  Cash  remuneration  paid  by  an  employer  in  any  calendar 
quarter  to  an  employee  for  service  not  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployer's trade  or  business,  if  the  cash  remuneration  paid  in  such 
quarter  by  the  employer  to  the  employee  for  such  service  is  less 
than  $50.  As  used  in  this  paragraph,  the  term  "service  not  in  the 
course  of  the  employer's  trade  or  business"  does  not  include 
domestic  service  in  a  private  home  of  the  employer  and  does  not 
include  service  described  in  section  210(f)(5); 

(h)  (1)  Remuneration  paid  in  any  medium  other  than  cash  for 
agricultural  labor; 

(2)  Cash  remuneration  paid  by  an  employer  in  any  calendar 
year  to  an  employee  for  agricultural  labor  unless  (A)  the  cash 
remuneration  paid  in  such  year  by  the  employer  to  the  employee 
for  such  labor  is  $150  or  more,  or  (B)  the  employee  performs 
agricultural  labor  for  the  employer  on  twenty  days  or  more  during 
such  year  for  cash  remuneration  computed  on  a  time  basis ; 

(i)  Any  payment  (other  than  vacation  or  sick  pay)  made  to  an 
employee  after  the  month  in  which  he  attains  age  62  (if  a  woman) 
or  age  65  (if  a  man),  if  he  did  not  work  for  the  employer  in  the 
period  for  which  such  payment  is  made.  As  used  in  this  subsec- 
tion, the  term  "sick  pay"  includes  remuneration  for  service  in  the 
employ  of  a  State,  a  political  subdivision  (as  defined  in  section 
218(b)(2))  of  a  State,  or  an  instrumentality  of  two  or  more 
States,  paid  to  an  employee  thereof  for  a  period  during  which  he 
was  absent  from  work  because  of  sickness,  or 

(j)  Remuneration  paid  by  an  employer  in  any  quarter  to  an  em- 
ployee for  service  described  in  section  210(j)(3)(C)  (relating  to 
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home  workers),  if  the  cash  remuneration  paid  in  such  quarter  by 
the  employer  to  the  employee  for  such  service  is  less  than  $50. 
For  purposes  of  this  title  in  the  case  of  domestic  service  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (g)(2),  any  payment  of  cash  remuneration  for 
such  service  which  is  more  or  less  than  a  whole-dollar  amount  shall, 
under  such  conditions  and  to  such  extent  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
regulations  made  under  this  title,  be  computed  to  the  nearest  dollar. 
For  the  purpose  of  the  computation  to  the  nearest  dollar,  the  payment 
of  a  fractional  part  of  a  dollar  shall  be  disregarded  unless  it  amounts 
to  one-half  dollar  or  more,  in  which  case  it  shall  be  increased  to  $1. 
The  amount  of  any  payment  of  cash  remuneration  so  computed  to  the 
nearest  dollar  shall,  in  lieu  of  the  amount  actually  paid,  be  deemed  to 
constitute  the  amount  of  Cash  remuneration  for  purposes  of  subsection 

(g)(2)- 

For  purposes  of  this  title,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  perform- 
ing service,  as  a  member  of  a  uniformed  service,  to  which  the  provisions 
of  section  2 10(1) (1)  are  applicable,  the  term  "wages"  shall,  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  include  as  such 
individual's  remuneration  for  such  service  only  his  basic  pay  as 
described  in  section  102(10)  of  the  Servicemen's  and  Veterans' 
Survivor  Benefits  Act. 

For  purposes  of  this  title,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  performing 
service,  as  a  volunteer  or  volunteer  leader  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Peace  Corps  Act,  to  which  the  provisions  of  section  210(o)  are  appli- 
cable, (1)  the  term  "wages"  shall,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  include  as  such  individual's  remuneration 
for  such  service  only  amounts  certified  as  payable  pursuant  to  section 
5(c)  or  6(1)  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act,  and  (2)  any  such  amount  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  paid  to  such  individual  at  the  time  the  service 
with  respect  to  which  it  is  paid,  is  performed. 

SELF-EMPLOYMENT 

Sec.  211.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title— 

Self-Employment  Income 

(b)  The  term  "self-employment  income"  means  the  net  earnings 
from  self -employment  derived  by  an  individual  (other  than  a  non- 
resident alien  individual)  during  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 
1950;  except  that  such  term  shall  not  include — • 

(1)  That  part  of  the  net  earnings  from  self-employment 
which  is  in  excess  of — • 

(A)  For  any  taxable  year  endir.g  prior  to  1955,  (i)  $3,600, 
minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to  such  individual 
during  the  taxable  year;  and 

(B)  For  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1954  and  prior 
to  1959,  (i)  $4,200,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages 
paid  to  such  individual  duriog  the  taxable  year;  and 

(C)  For  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1958  and  before  1965, 
(i)  $4,800,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  10  such 
individual  during  the  taxable  year;  [or]  and 

(D)  For  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1964,  (i)  $5,400, 
minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to  such  individual 
during  the  taxable  year;  or 
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(2)  The  net  earnings  from  self-employment,  if  such  net 
earnings  for  the  taxable  year  are  less  than  $400. 
An  individual  who  is  not  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  but  who 
is  a  resident  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands, 
Guam,  or  American  Samoa  shall  not,  for  the  purposes  of  this  sub- 
section, be  considered  to  be  a  nonresident  alien  individual. 

******* 

QUARTER  AND  QUARTER  OP  COVERAGE 

Definitions 

Sec.  213.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  this  title — ■ 

(1)  The  term  "quarter",  and  the  term  "calendar  quarter", 
means  a  period  of  three  calendar  months  ending  on  March  31, 
June  30,  September  30,  or  December  31. 

(2)  The  term  "quarter  of  coverage"  means  a  quarter  in 
which  the  individual  has  been  paid  $50  or  more  in  wages 
(except  wages  for  agricultural  labor  paid  alter  1954)  or  for 
which  he  has  been  credited  (as  determined  under  section  212) 
with  $100  or  more  of  self-employment  income,  except  that — 

(i)  no  quarter  after  the  quarter  in  which  such  individual 
died  shall  be  a  quarter  of  coverage,  and  no  quarter  any  part 
of  which  was  included  in  a  period  of  disability  (other  than, 
the  initial  quarter  and  the  last  quarter  of  such  period)  shall 
be  a  quarter  of  coverage; 

(ii)  if  the  wages  paid  to  any  individual  in  any  calendar 
year  equal  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  calendar  year  before 
1951,  or  $3,600  in  the  case  of  a  calendar  year  after  1950 
and  before  1955,  or  $4,200  in  the  case  oi  a  calendar  year 
after  1954  and  before  1959,  or  $4,800  in  the  case  of  a 
calendar  year  after  1958  and  before  1965,  or  $5,4-00  in  the 
case  of  a  calendar  year  after  1964,  each  quarter  of  such  year 
shall  (subject  to  clause  (i))  be  a  quarter  of  coverage; 

(iii)  if  an  individual  has  self-employment  income  for  a 
taxable  year,  and  if  the  sum  of  such  income  and  the  wages 
paid  to  him  during  such  year  equals  $3,600  in  the  case  of  a 
taxable  year  beginning  after  1950  and  ending  before  1955, 
or  $4,200  in  the  case  of  a  taxable  year  ending  after  1954 
and  before  1959,  or  $4,800  in  the  case  of  a  taxable  year 
ending  after  1958  and  before  1965,  or  $5,400  in  the  case  of  a 
taxable  year  ending  after  1964,  each  quarter  any  part  of  which 
falls  in  such  year  shall  (subject  to  clause  (i))  be  a  quarter  of 
coverage ; 

(iv)  if  an  individual  is  paid  wages  for  agricultural  labor 
in  a  calendar  year  after  1954,  then,  subject  to  clause  (i), 

(a)  the  last  quarter  of  such  year  which  can  be  but  is  not 
otherwise  a  quarter  of  coverage  shall  be  a  quarter  of  coverage 
if  such  wages  equal  or  exceed  $100  but  are  less  than  $200; 

(b)  the  last  two  quarters  of  such  year  which  can  be  but  are 
not  otherwise  quarters  of  coverage  shall  be  quarters  of 
coverage  if  such  wages  equal  or  exceed  $200  but  are  less  than 
$300;  (c)  the  last  three  quarters  of  such  year  which  can  be 
but  are  not  otherwise  quarters  of  coverage  shall  be  quarters 
of  coverage  if  such  wages  equal  or  exceed  $300  but  are  less 
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than  $400;  and  (d)  each  quarter  of  such  year  which  is  not 

otherwise  a  quarter  of  coverage  shall  be  a  quarter  of  coverage 

if  such  wages  are  $400  or  more;  and 

(v)  no  quarter  shall  be  counted  as  a  quarter  of  coverage 

prior  to  the  beginning  of  such  quarter. 
If,  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who  has  attained  age  62  or  died 
or  is  under  a  disability  and  who  has  been  paid  wages  for  agricul- 
tural labor  in  a  calendar  year  after  1954,  the  requirements  for 
insured  status  in  subsection  (a)  or  (b)  of  section  214,  the  require- 
ments for  entitlement  to  a  computation  or  recomputation  of  his 
primary  insurance  amount,  or  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (3) 
of  section  216(i)  are  not  met  after  assignment  of  quarters  of 
coverage  to  quarters  in  such  year  as  provided  in  clause  (iv)  of  the 
preceding  sentence,  but  would  be  met  if  such  quarters  of  coverage 
were  assigned  to  different  quarters  in  such  year,  then  such  quarters 
of  coverage  shall  instead  be  assigned,  for  purposes  only  of  deter- 
mining compliance  with  such  requirements,  to  such  different 
quarters.  If,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  did  not  die  prior  to 
January  1,  1955,  and  who  attained  age  62  (if  a  woman)  or  age  65 
(if  a  man)  or  died  before  July  1,  1957,  the  requirements  for 
insured  status  in  section  214(a)(3)  are  not  met  because  of  his 
having  too  few  quarters  of  coverage  but  would  be  met  if  his 
quarters  of  coverage  in  the  first  calendar  year  in  which  he  had 
any  covered  employment  had  been  determined  on  the  bais  of  the 
period  during  which  wages  were  earned  rather  than  on  the  basis 
of  the  period  during  which  wages  were  paid  (any  such  wages 
paid  that  are  reallocated  on  an  earned  basis  shall  not  be  used  in  de- 
termining quarters  of  coverage  for  subsequent  calendar  years), 
then  upon  application  filed  by  the  individual  or  his  survivors  and 
satisfactory  proof  of  his  record  of  wages  earned  being  furnished  by 
such  individual  or  his  survivors,  the  quarters  of  coverage  in  such 
calendar  year  may  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  periods 
during  which  wages  were  earned. 

*  *  *  *  *  *  * 

COMPUTATION  OF  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT 

Sec.  215.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

(a)  Subject  to  the  conditions  specified  in  subsections  (b),  (c),  and 
(d)  of  this  section,  the  primary  insurance  amount  of  an  insured 
individual  shall  be  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  largest: 

(1)  The  amount  in  column  IV  on  the  line  on  which  in  column 
III  of  the  following  table  appears  his  average  monthly  wage  (as 
determined  under  subsection  (b)); 

(2)  The  amount  in  column  IV  on  the  line  on  which  in  column 
II  of  the  following  table  appears  his  primary  insurance  amount 
(as  determined  under  subsection  (c)) ; 

(3)  The  amount  in  column  IV  on  the  line  on  which  in  column 
I  of  the  following  table  appears  his  primary  insurance  benefit 
(as  determined  under  subsection  (d)) ;  or 

(4)  In  the  case  of — 

(A)  a  woman  who  was  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance 
benefit  for  the  month  before  the  month  in  which  she  died  or 
became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits,  or 
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(B)  a  man  who  was  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance  benefit 
for  the  month  before  the  month  in  which  he  died  or  attained 
age  65, 

the  amount  in  column  IV  which  is  equal  to  such  disability  in- 
surance benefit. 


Table  for  Determining  Primary  Insurance  Amount  and  Maximum 

Family  Benefits 


I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

(Primary  insurance 

(Primary  insurance 

(Average  monthly 

(Primary 

(Maximum 

benefit  under  1939 

amount  under  1954 

wage) 

insurance 

family 

Act,  as  modified) 

Act) 

amount) 

benefits) 

If  an  individual's 

Or  his  primary  insur- 

Or his  average  monthly 

And  the  maxi- 

primary insurance 

ance  amount  (as  deter- 

wage (as  determined 

mum  amount 

benefit  (as  determined 

mined  under  subsec. 

under  subsec.  (b))  is— 

The  amount 

of  benefits  pay- 

under subsec.  (d))  is — 

(c))  is- 

referred  to  in 

able  (as  pro- 

the preceding 

vided  in  sec. 

paragraphs  of 

203(a))  on  the 

this  st1  b  ection 

basis  of  his 

A  t 

At 

"Rut  nnt 

"Rut  nnt 

11  Ml.  Mill 

"Rut  nnt 

shall  be — 

wages  and  self- 

least 

At  lpast  

ttuiTl6 

A  t  luci '.'  I  ■ 
At  iccvo  b 

employment 

a 

than— 
an 

income  shall 

be — 

$13  48 

$37. 00 

$67 
69 

$40 

$60.  00 

$13. 49 

14. 00 

$37. 10 

38.  00 

41 

61. 50 

14  01 

14. 48 

38. 10 

39. 00 

70 

70 

42 

63.00 

14  49 

15  00 

39  10 

40.  00 

71 

72 

43 

64. 50 

15.  01 

15. 60 

40. 10 

41. 00 

73 

74 

44 

66.00 

15  61 

16  20 

41. 10 

42. 00 

75 

76 

45 

67. 50 

16'  21 

16. 84 

42. 10 

43.  00 

77 

7ft 

46 

69.00 

16  85 

17. 60 

43. 10 

44. 00 

79 

80 

47 

70.  50 

17  61 

18'  40 

44. 10 

45.  00 

81 

81 

48 

72.00 

18  41 

19  24 

45  10 

46  00 

82 

83 

49 

73. 50 

19^25 

2o!oo 

46^10 

47]  00 

R4 

85 

50 

75.00 

20.  01 

20.64 

47.10 

48.00 

86 

87 

51 

76. 50 

20.  65 

21.28 

48.10 

49.00 

88 

89 

52 

78.00 

21.29 

21.88 

49.10 

50.00 

90 

90 

53 

79. 50 

21.89 

22.28 

50. 10 

50.90 

91 

92 

54 

81. 00 

22.29 

22.68 

51.00 

51.80 

93 

94 

55 

82. 50 

22. 69 

23.08 

51.90 

52.80 

95 

96 

56 

84.00 

23.09 

23.44 

52. 90 

53.70 

97 

97 

57 

85. 50 

23. 45 

23.76 

53.80 

54.60 

98 

99 

68 

87.00 

23.  77 

24.20 

54.  70 

55.60 

100 

101 

59 

88.50 

24.21 

24.60 

55.70 

56.50 

102 

102 

60 

90.00 

24. 61 

25.00 

56.60 

57.40 

103 

104 

61 

91. 50 

25.01 

25.48 

57.50 

58.40 

105 

106 

62 

93.00 

25. 49 

25.  92 

58.  50 

59.30 

107 

107 

63 

94.50 

25.93 

26.40 

59,40 

60.20 

108 

109 

64 

96.00 

26. 41 

26. 94 

60.30 

61.20 

110 

113 

65 

97.50 

26. 95 

27.  46 

61.30 

62. 10 

114 

118 

66 

99.00 

27.  47 

28.00 

62.20 

63.00 

119 

122 

67 

100.50 

28.  01 

28.68 

63. 10 

64.00 

123 

127 

68 

102.00 

28.69 

29. 25 

64. 10 

64.90 

128 

132 

69 

105.60 

29.26 

29.68 

65.00 

65.80 

133 

136 

70 

108.80 

29.69 

30. 36 

65. 90 

66.80 

137 

141 

71 

112.80 

30.37 

30.92 

66.90 

67.70 

142 

146 

72 

116.80 

30.93 

31.36 

67.80 

68.60 

147 

150 

73 

120.00 

31.37 

32.00 

68. 70 

69.60 

151 

155 

74 

124.00 

32. 01 

32.60 

69. 70 

70.50 

156 

160 

75 

128.00 

32.  61 

33.20 

70.60 

71.40 

161 

164 

76 

131.20 

33.21 

33.88 

71.  50 

72.40 

165 

169 

77 

135.20 

33.89 

34.50 

72.50 

73.30 

170 

174 

78 

139.20 

34.  51 

35.00 

73.40 

74.20 

175 

178 

79 

142.40 

35.01 

35.80 

74.30 

75.20 

179 

183 

80 

146.  40 

35.81 

36.40 

75.30 

76. 10 

184 

188 

81 

150.40 

36. 41 

37. 08 

76.  20 

77.10 

189 

193 

82 

154.40 

37. 09 

37.60 

77.20 

78.00 

m 

197 

83 

157.60 

37.  61 

38.20 

78. 10 

78.90 

198 

202 

84 

161.60 

38.21 

39. 12 

79.00 

79.90 

203 

207 

85 

165.60 

39. 13 

39.68 

80.00 

80.  80 

208 

211 

86 

168. 80 

39.69 

40.33 

80.90 

81.70 

212 

216 

87 

172.80 

40. 34 

41.12 

81.80 

82.  70 

217 

221 

88 

176.80 

41. 13 

41.76 

82.80 

83.60 

222 

225 

89 

180.00 

41.77 

42.44 

83.70 

84.50 

226 

230 

90 

184.00 

42.  45 

43.20 

84.60 

85.50 

231 

235 

91 

188.00 

43. 21 

43. 76 

85.60 

86.40 

236 

239 

92 

191.20 
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Table  for  Determining  Primary  Insurance  Amount  and  Maximum 
Family  Benefits — Continued 


I 

II 

III 

IV 

y 

(Primary  insurance 

(Primary  insurance 

(Average  monthly 

fPrfm  n  i*rr 

\l  rmitii  y 

(  Wfi  O  V  1  TTl  1 1  T"T"l 

\  I VI  i.lX  1 1 1 11 1 1 11 

benefit  under  1939 

amount  under  1954 

wage) 

lilbU  J  Ulll  t) 

lolllliy 

Act,  as  modified) 

Act) 

ULI1L1H  ■.->) 

If  an  individual's 

Or  his  primary  insur- 

Or his  average  monthly 

j'lIMI  tilt  I11UM- 

primary  insurance 

ance  amount  (as  deter- 

wage (as  determined 

1 1111  III  (II11UIIIJI/ 

benefit  (as  determined 

mined  under  subsec. 

under  subsec.  (b))  is — 

ui  in  iniii  i.n  ut*y- 

under  subsec.  (d))  is — 

(0)  is- 

rpfurrpH  tr\  in 

ah  to  fa c  nrn. 

 ;  

tliA  nrpppdin v 

viffpfl  in  tj\o 

V  1UC*J  iJ-l  .  All 



narftoTanh?  nf 

90^Ur^  on  thft 

fhiQ  in  Vi<a»ptinn 

At 

But  not 

But  not 

out  not 

cVioll  hp— 

wfiffp^  finn"  ^plf. 

least — 

more 

At  least — 

more 

At  least — 

more 

g  m  p  lo  ym  6H  t 

than — 

than — 

than — 

income  shii.ll 

be  

$43.  77 

j  $44. 44 

$86.  50 

$87. 30 



$240 

$93 

$195.  20 

44.  45 

44. 88 

87.  40 

88.  30 

245 

94 

199. 20 

44.89 

45.60 

88.40 

89.20 

250 

ZOO 

95 

202. 40 

89.30 

90. 10 

254 

258 

96 

206.  40 

90.20 

91. 10 

259 

263 

97 

210.  40 

91.20 

92.00 

264 

267 

98 

213. 60 

92.10 

92. 90 

268 

272 

99 

217. 60 

93.00 

93.90 

273 

277 

100 

221. 60 

94.00 

94.80 

278 

281 

101 

224.  80 

94.90 

95.80 

282 

286 

102 

998  RO 

95.90 

96.70 

287 

291 

103 

232. 80 

96.80 

97.60 

292 

295 

104 

236. 00 

97.70 

98.60 

296 

300 

105 

240. 00 

98.70 

99.50 

301 

305 

106 

244.  00 

99.60 

100.40 

306 

309 

107 

247!  20 

100.50 

101.40 

310 

314 

108 

251.20 

1IW:50> 

1.02,30 

315 

319 

109 

254.  00 

102. 40 

103. 20 

320 

323 

110 

254. 00 

103.  30 

104.20 

324 

328 

111 

254.00 

104. 30 

105. 10 

329 

333 

112 

254.00 

105. 20 

106.00 

334 

337 

113 

254.00 

106. 10 

107.00 

338 

342 

114 

254.00 

107. 10 

107.  90 

343 

347 

115 

254.00 

108.00 

108.50 

348 

351 

116 

254.00 

352 

356 

117 

254.00 

357 

361 

118 

254.00 

362 

365 

119 

254.00 

366 

370 

120 

254.00 

371 

375 

121 

254.00 

376 

379 

122 

254.00 

380 

384 

123 

254.00 

38S 

389 

124 

254.00 

390 

393 

125 

254.00 

394 

398 

126 

254.00 

399 

400 

127 

254.00 
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Table  for  Determining  Primary  Insurance  Amount  and  Maximum 

Family  Benefits 


I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

(Primary 

insurance 

(Primary  insurance  benefit  under 

amount 

(Primary 

(  A// mi Trill Tn 

1939  Act,  at  modified) 

under  1958 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

insurance 

family 

Act,  as 

amount) 

benefits) 

modified) 

If  an  individual's  primary  insur- 

Or his  average  monthly  wage 

And  the 

ance  benefit 

(as  determined 

(as  determined  under  sub- 

maximum 

under  subsec.  (d))  is — 

sec.  (b))  is— 

The  amount 

amount  of 

Or  his  pri- 

referred 

benefits  pay- 

mary insur- 

to in  the 

able  (as  pro- 

ance amount 

preceding 

vided  in  sec. 

(as  deter- 

paragraphs 

SOS(a)) 

mined  under 

of  this 

on  the  basis 

At  least — 

Put  not  more 

subsec. 

At  least— 

Put  not  more 

subsection 

of  his  wages 

than — 

(c))  is- 

than — 

shall  be — 

and  self- 

employment 

income  shall 

be— 

$13.  48 

$40 

(67 

69 

$42.00 

$63.00 

$13.49 

14.00 

41 

$88 

43. 10 

64.70 

11 01 

14-  48 

42 

70 

70 

44- 10 

66.  SO 

14-49 

15.00 

43 

71 

7S 

45.  SO 

67.80 

IS.  01 

15.60 

44 

7S 

74 

46.  SO 

69.30 

IS.  61 

16.  SO 

46 

75 

76 

47.30 

71.00 

16.  SI 

16.84 

46 

77 

78 

48.30 

7S.60 

16.85 

17.60 

47 

79 

80 

49.40 

74.10 

17. 61 

18.40 

48 

81 

81 

50.40 

76.60 

18.  U 

19.  S4 

49 

8S 

83 

51.50 

77.30 

19. SB 

SO.  00 

BO 

84 

86 

52.50 

78.80 

SO.  01 

SO.  64 

61 

86 

87 

53.60 

80. 40 

SO.  66 

S1.S8 

SS 

88 

89 

54.60 

81.90 

S1.S9 

SI.  88 

SS 

90 

90 

65.70 

83.60 

SI.  89 

SS.S8 

64 

91 

92 

56.70 

86.10 

SS.S9 

SS.68 

65 

93 

94 

67.80 

86.70 

SS.69 

S3. 08 

66 

95 

96 

58.80 

88.20 

S3. 09 

S3. 44 

57 

97 

97 

69.90 

89.90 

SS.iS 

S3. 76 

68 

98 

99 

60.90 

91.40 

S3. 77 

S4.S0 

69 

100 

101 

62.00 

93.00 

si  SI 

S4.60 

60 

10S 

102 

63.00 

94.  BO 

Si.  61 

S5.00 

61 

103 

104 

64.10 

96.  SO 

SS.01 

S5.48 

6S 

105 

106 

65. 10 

97.70 

S5.49 

SS.9S 

6S 

107 

107 

66.  SO 

99.30 

SB.  93 

S6.40 

64 

108 

109 

67.  SO 

100.80 

S6.il 

S6.94 

65 

110 

US 

68.30 

10S.  SO 

S6.9S 

S7.46 

66 

114 

118 

69.30 

104.00 

S7.47 

S8.00 

67 

119 

1SS 

70.40 

105. 60 

S8.01 

S8.68 

68 

1SS 

1S7 

71.40 

107.10 

S8.69 

S9.SS 

69 

1S8 

1SS 

72.60 

108.80 

S9.S6 

S9.68 

70 

1SS 

136 

73.  SO 

110.  SO 

S9.69 

SO.  36 

71 

1S7 

HI 

74.60 

US.  80 

30.37 

S0.9S 

7S 

14S 

146 

76.60 

116. 80 

30.93 

SI.  36 

73 

147 

160 

76.70 

ISO.  00 

31.37 

SS.00 

74 

161 

155 

77.70 

124.00 

SS.  01 

SS.60 

75 

156 

160 

78.80 

1S8.00 

SS.  61 

S3.  SO 

76 

161 

164 

79.80 

1S1.S0 

S3.  SI 

S3. 88 

77 

165 

169 

80.90 

136.  SO 

33.89 

34.50 

78 

170 

174 

81.90 

1S9.S0 

31  SI 

S5.00 

79 

176 

178 

8S.00 

142.40 

SS.  01 

35.80 

80 

179 

183 

84.00 

146. 40 

SS.81 

36.  40 

81 

184 

188 

86.10 

160. 40 

36.41 

37.08 

8S 

189 

19S 

86.10 

I64. 40 

37.09 

S7.60 

83 

194 

197 

87.  SO 

157. 60 

37.61 

38.  SO 

84 

198 

SOS 

88.  SO 

161. 60 

38.  SI 

39.  IS 

85 

SOS 

S07 

89.  SO 

165.60 

39.  IS 

39.68 

86 

S08 

Sll 

90.  SO 

168. 80 

39.69 

40.  S3 

87 

SIS 

S16 

91.  40 

17S.  80 

iO.Si 

41.  IS 

88 

S17 

SSI 

92. 40 

176. 80 

41.13 

41.76 

89 

SSS 

225 

93.60 

180.00 

41.77 

4S.44 

90 

SS6 

sso 

94-50 

184.00 

42. 4S 

43.  SO 

91 

SSI 

SSS 

95.60 

188.00 

43.  SI 

43.76 

9S 

SS6 

SS9 

96.60 

191.  SO 

43.77 

44-44 

93 

SiO 

S44 

97.70 

196.  SO 
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Table  for  Determining  Primary  Insurance  Amount  and  Maximum 
Family  Benefits — Continued 


I 

{Primary  Insurance  benefit  under 
19S9  Act,  as  modified) 

II 

( Primnrw 
insurance 

amount 
under  1958 

Act,  as 
modified) 

III 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 
family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary  insur- 
ance  benefit    (as  determined 
under  subsec.  (d))  is— 

Or  his  pri- 
mary insur- 
ance amount 

(as  deter- 
mined under 
subsec. 
(0)  it— 

Or  his  average  monthly  wage 
(as  determined  under  sub- 
sec. (b))  is — 

The  amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 
benefits  pay- 
able (as  pro- 
vided in  sec. 

205(a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 

and  self- 
employment 
income  shall 
be— 

At  least— 

Put  not  more 
than — 

At  least— 

Put  not  more 
than — 

$44-46 

$44-8& 

$94 

$245 

$249 

$98. 70 

$199.20 

44-89 

45.60 

95 

260 

253 

99.80 

202.40 

96 

254 

258 

100.80 

206. 40 

97 

269 

26S 

101. 90 

210.40 

98 

264 
268 

267 

102.90 

213.60 

99 

272 

104.00 

217.60 

100 

27S 

277 

105.00 

221.60 

101 

278 

281 

106.10 

224-80 

m 

282 

286 

107. 10 

228.80 

10S 

287 

291 

108.20 

232.80 

104 

292 

295 

109.20 

236.00 

105 

296 

SOO 

110.  SO 

240.00 

106 

SOI 

S05 

111.30 

244.00 

107 

S06 

309 

112.40 

247.20 

108 

S10 

314 

IIS.  40 

261.20 

109 

316 

S19 

114-50 

254.00 

110 

S20 

323 

116.50 

254.00 

111 

S24 

328 

116. 60 

254.00 

112 

S29 

SSS 

117.60 

254.00 

US 

SS4 

S37 

118. 70 

264.80 

114 

SS8 

342 

119.70 

256.80 

115 

S4S 

347 

120. 80 

258.80 

116 

S48 

S61 

121. 80 

260. 40 

117 

S62 

366 

122.90 

262. 40 

118 

S67 

361 

123.90 

264.40 

119 

set 

S65 

125.00 

266.00 

ISO 

see 

370 

126.00 

268.00 

ltl 

S71 

S76 

127.10 

270.00 

ISt 

S76 

S79 

128. 10 

271.60 

its 

S80 

384 

129.20 

273.60 

1B4 

S85 

389 

ISO.  20 

275.60 

125 

S90 

S9S 

1S1.S0 

277.20 

126 

S94 

S98 

1S2.S0 

279.20 

127 

S99 

403 

133. 40 

281.20 

404 

407 

134. 40 

282.80 

408 

412 

1S5.40 

284.80 

413 

417 

1S6. 40 

286. 80 

418 

421 

137.40 

288.40 

422 

426 

138.40 

290.40 

427 

431 

139. 40 

292.40 

4S2 

436 

140.40 

294.40 

4S7 

440 

141.40 

296.00 

Ul 
W 

446 

142.40 

298.00 

450 

143.40 

SOO.  00 
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Average  Monthly  Wage 

(b)(1)  For  the  purposes  of  column  III  of  the  table  appearing  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  an  individual's  "average  monthly  wage" 
shall  be  the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing — 

(A)  the  total  of  his  wages  paid  in  and  self-employment  income 
credited  to  his  "benefit  computation  years"  (determined  under 
paragraph  (2)),  by 

(B)  the  number  of  months  in  such  years. 

(2)  (A)  The  number  of  an  individual's  "benefit  computation  years" 
shall  be  equal  to  the  number  of  elapsed  years  (determined  under  para- 
graph (3)  of  this  subsection),  reduced  by  five;  except  that  the  number 
of  an  individual's  benefit  computation  years  shall  in  no  case  be  less 
than  two. 

(B)  An  individual's  "benefit  computation  years"  shall  be  those 
computation  base  years,  equal  in  number  to  the  number  determined 
under  subparagraph  (A),  for  which  the  total  of  his  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  is  the  largest. 

[(C)  For  the  purposes  of  subparagraph  (B),  "computation  base 
years"  include  only  calendar  years  occurring — 
[(i)  After  December  31,  1950,  and 

[(ii)  prior  to  the  year  in  which  the  individual  became  entitled 
to  old-age  insurance  benefits  or  died,  whichever  first  occurred; 
except  that  the  year  in  which  the  individual  became  entitled  to  old- 
age  insurance  benefits  or  died,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  be  included  as 
a  computation  base  year  if  the  Secretary  determines,  on  the  basis  of 
evidence  available  to  him  at  the  time  of  the  computation  of  the  pri- 
mary insurance  amount  for  such  individual,  that  the  inclusion  of  such 
year  would  result  in  a  higher  primary  insurance  amount.  Any  cal- 
endar year  all  of  which  is  included  in  a  period  of  disability  shall  not 
be  included  as  a  computation  base  year.] 

(C)  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (B),  "computation  base  years" 
include  only  calendar  years  in  the  period  after  1950  and  prior  to  the 
earlier  of  the  following  years — 

(i)  the  year  in  which  occurred  (whether  by  reason  of  section 
202(j)(l)  or  otherwise)  the  first  month  for  which  the  individual  was 
entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits,  or 

(ii)  the  year  succeeding  the  year  in  which  he  died. 

Any  calendar  year  all  of  which  is  included  in  a  period  of  disability 
shall  not  be  included  as  a  computation  base  year. 

(3)  For  purposes  of  paragraph  (2),  the  number  of  an  individual's 
elapsed  years  is  the  number  of  calendar  years  after  1950  (or,  if  later, 
the  year  in  which  he  attained  age  21)  and  before — 

[(A)  in  the  case  of  a  woman,  the  year  in  which  she  died  or 
(if  earlier)  the  first  year  after  1960  in  which  she  both  was  fully 
insured  and  had  attained  age  62, 

[(B)  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  died,  the  year  in  which  he 
died  or  (if  earlier)  the  first  year  after  1960  in  which  he  both  was 
fully  insured  and  had  attained  age  65,  or 

[(C)  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  not  died,  the  first  year 
after  1960  in  which  he  attained  (or  would  attain)  age  65  or  (if 
later)  the  first  year  in  which  he  was  fully  insured.] 

(A)  in  the  case  of  a  woman,  the  year  in  which  she  died  or,  if  it 
occurred  earlier  but  after  1960,  the  year  in  which  she  attained  age  62 
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(B)  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  died,  the  year  in  which  he  died 
or,  if  it  occurred  earlier  but  after  1960,  the  year  in  which  he  attained 
age  65,  or 

(C)  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  not  died,  the  year  occurring 
after  1960  in  which  he  attained  (or  would  attain)  age  65. 

For  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  any  calendar  year  any  part  of 
which  was  included  in  a  period  of  disability  shall  not  be  included  in 
such  number  of  calendar  years. 

[(4)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable  only  in 
the  case  of  an  individual  with  respect  to  whom  not  less  than  six  of  the 
quarters  elapsing  after  1950  are  quarters  of  coverage,  and — 

[(A)  who  becomes  entitled  to  benefits  after  December  1960 
under  section  202(a)  or  section  223;  or 

[(B)  who  dies  after  December  1960  without  being  entitled  to 
benefits  under  section  202(a)  or  section  223;  or 

[(C)  who  files  an  application  for  a  recomputation  under  sub- 
section (f)  (2)  (A)  after  December  1960  and  is  (or  would,  but  for  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (f)(6),  be)  entitled  to  have  his  primary 
insurance  amount  recomputed  under  subsection  (f)(2)(A) ;  or 

[(D)  who  dies  after  December  1960  and  whose  survivors  arp 
(or  would,  but  for  the  provisions  of  subsection  (f)(6),  be)  entitled 
to  a  recomputation  of  his  primary  insurance  amount  under 
subsection  (f)(4). 
[(5)  In  the  case  of  any  individual — 

[(A)  to  whom  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  are  not  made 
applicable  by  paragraph  (4),  but 

[(B)  (i)  prior  to  1961,  met  the  requirements  of  this  paragraph 
(including  subparagraph  (E)  thereof)  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1960,  or  (ii) 
after  1960,  meets  the  conditions  of  subparagraph  (E)  of  this 
paragraph  as  in  effect  prior  to  such  enactment, 
then  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  as  in  effect  prior  to  such  enact- 
ment shall  apply  to  such  individual  for  the  purposes  of  column  III  of 
the  table  appearing  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section.] 

(4)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable  only  in  the 
case  of  an  individual — - 

(A)  who  becomes  entitled  after  December  1964  to  benefits  under 
section  202(a)  or  section  228;  or 

(B)  who  dies  after  December  1964  without  being  entitled  to  benefits 
under  section  202(a)  or  section  223;  or 

(C)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  is  required  to  be  recomputed 
under  subsection  (f)  (2) ,  as  amended  by  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1964- 

(5)  In  the  case  of  an  individual — ■ 

(A)  to  whom  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  are  not  made  appli- 
cable by  paragraph  (4),  but  who,  after  the  first  month  following  the 
month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964  are  enacted 
and  prior  to  1965,  met  the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  or  para- 
graph (4) ,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964,  or 

(B)  who  becomes  entitled  after  1964  to  a  recomputation  under 
section  102(f)  (2)  (B)  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1954, 

the  provisions  of  this  subsection,  as  in  effect  prior  to  such  enactment,  shall 
apply  to  such  individual  for  the  purposes  of  column  III  of  the  table 
appearing  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 
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[Primary  Insurance  Amount  Under  1954  Act 

[(c)(1)  For  the  purposes  of  column  II  of  the  table  appearing  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  an  individual's  primary  insurance 
amount  shall  be  computed  as  provided  in,  and  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions specified  in,  (A)  this  section  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1958,  and  (B)  the  applicable 
provisions  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1954. 

[(2)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable  only  in 
the  case  of  an  individual — 

[(A)  who  became  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(a)  or 
section  223  or  died  prior  to  January  1959,  and 

[(B)  to  whom  the  provisions  of  neither  paragraph  (4)  nor 
paragraph  (5)  of  subsection  (b)  are  applicable.] 

Primary  Insurance  Amount  Jjnder  1958  Act,  as  Modified 

(c)  (1)  For  the  purposes  oj  column  II  oj  the  table  appearing  in  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  an  individual's  primary  insurance  amount  shall 
be  computed  as  provided  in,  and  subject  to  the  limitations  specified  in, 
(A)  this  section  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964,  and  (B)  the  applicable  provisions  of  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1960. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable  only  in  the 
case  of  an  individual — 

(A)  who  became  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(a)  or  sec- 
tion 228  prior  to  the  second  month  following  the  month  in  which 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964  are  enacted  or  who  died 
prior  to  such  second  month,  and 

(B)  to  whom  neither  paragraph  (4)  nor  paragraph  (5)  of  sub- 
section (b)  is  applicable. 

Primary  Insurance  Benefit  Under  1939  Act 

(d)  (1)  For  the  purposes  of  column  I  of  the  table  appearing  in 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  an  individual's  primary  insurance  bene- 
fit shall  be  computed  as  provided  in  this  title  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of  1950,  except 
that — 

(A)  In  the  computation  of  such  benefit,  such  individual's  aver- 
age monthly  wage  shall  (in  lieu  of  being  determined  under  section 
209(f)  of  this  title  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  such 
amendments)  be  determined  as  provided  in  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section  (but  without  regard  to  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  there- 
of), except  that  for  the  purposes  of  paragraphs  [(2)(C)(i)  and 
(3)(A)(i)J  (2)(C)  and  (8)  of  subsection  (b),  [December  31,  1936,] 
1986  shall  be  used  instead  of  [December  31,  1950]  1950. 

(B)  For  purposes  of  such  computation,  the  date  he  became 
entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the 
date  he  became  entitled  to  primary  insurance  benefits. 

(C)  The  1  per  centum  addition  provided  for  in  section  209(e)  (2) 
of  this  Act  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  Amendments  of  1950  shall  be  applicable  only  with  respect  to 
calendar  years  prior  to  1951,  except  that  any  wages  paid  in  any 
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year  prior  to  such  year  all  of  which  was  included  in  a  period  of 
disability  shall  not  be  counted. 

(D)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (e)  shall  be  applicable  to 
such  computation. 

(2)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable  only  in 
the  case  of  an  individual — 

(A)  with  respect  to  whom  at  least  one  of  the  quarters  elapsing 
prior  to  1951  is  a  quarter  of  coverage; 

(B)  who  meets  the  requirements  of  any  of  the  subparagraphs 
of  paragraph  (4)  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section;  and 

(C)  who  attained  age  22  after  1950  and  with  respect  to  whom 
less  than  six  of  the  quarters  elapsing  after  1950  are  quarters  of 
coverage,  or  who  attained  such  age  before  1951. 

(3)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  [1960]  1964  shall  be 
applicable  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  meets  the  requirements  of 
subsection  (b)(5)  (as  in  effect  after  such  enactment)  [but  without 
regard  to  whether  such  individual  has  six  quarters  of  coverage  after 
1950.J 

Certain  Wages  and  Self-Employment  Income  Not  to  be  Counted 

(e)  For  the  purposes  of  subsections  (b)  and  (d) — 

(1)  in  computing  an  individual's  average  monthly  wage  there 
shall  not  be  counted  the  excess  over  $3,600  in  the  case  of  any 
calendar  year  after  1950  and  before  1955,  the  excess  over  $4,200 
in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after  1954  and  before  1959,  [and 
the  excess  over  $4,800  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after 
1958],  the  excess  over  $4,800  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after 
1958  and  before  1965,  and  the  excess  over  $5,400  in  the  case  of  any 
calendar  year  after  1964  of  (A)  the  wages  paid  to  him  in  such  year, 
plus  (B)  the  self -employment  income  credited  to  such  year  (as 
determined  under  section  212);  and 

(2)  if  an  individual's  average  monthly  wage  computed  under 
subsection  (b)  or  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (d)  is  not  a 
multiple  of  $1,  it  shall  be  reduced  to  the  next  lower  multiple  of 
[$1;  and]  $1. 

[(3)  if  an  individual  has  self -employment  income  in  a  taxable 
year  which  begins  prior  to  the  calendar  year  in  which  he  becomes 
entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  and  ends  after  the  last  day 
of  the  month  preceding  the  month  in  which  he  becomes  so 
entitled,  his  self-employment  income  in  such  taxable  year  shall 
not  be  counted  in  determining  his  benefit  computation  years, 
except  as  provided  in  subsection  (f )  (3)  (C) .] 

Recomputation  of  Benefits 

(f)  (1)  After  an  individual's  primary  insurance  amount  has  been 
determined  under  this  section,  there  shall  be  no  recomputation  of  such 
individual's  primary  insurance  amount  except  as  provided  in  this  sub- 
section or,  in  the  case  of  a  World  War  II  veteran  who  died  prior  to 
July  27,  1954,  as  provided  in  section  217(b). 

[(2)  (A)  Upon  application  filed  after  1960  by  an  individual  en- 
titled to  old-age  insurance  benefits,  the  Secretary  shall  recompute  his 
primary  insurance  amount  if — 
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[(i)  he  has  not  less  than  six  quarters  of  coverage  in.  the  period 
after  1950  and  prior  to  the  quarter  in  which  such  application  is 
filed, 

[(ii)  he  has  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  more  than 
$1,200  in  a  calendar  year  which  occurs  after  1953  (not  taking  into 
account  any  year  prior  to  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  last 
previous  recomputation,  if  any,  of  his  primary  insurance  amount 
was  effective)  and  after  the  year  in  which  he  became  (without  the 
application  of  section  202(j)(l)  entitled  to  old-age  insurance 
benefits  or  filed  an  application  for  recomputation  (to  which  he  is 
entitled)  under  section  102(e)(5)(B)  or  102(f)(2)(B)  of  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1954,  whichever  of  such  events 
is  the  latest,  and 

[(hi)  he  fibd  such  application  after  such  calendar  year  referred 
to  in  clause  (ii)  in  which  he  had  such  wages  and  self-employment 
income. 

Such  recomputation  shall  be  effective  for  and  after  the  twelfth  month 
before  the  month  in  which  he  filed  such  application  for  recomputation 
but  in  no  event  earlier  than  the  month  following  such  calendar  year 
referred  to  in  clause  (ii) .  For  the  purposes  of  this  subparagraph  an 
individual's  self-employment  income  shall  be  allocated  to  calendar 
quarters  in  accordance  with  section  212. 

[(B)  A  recomputation  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (A)  shall  be 
made — ■ 

[(i)  only  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)(1),  if  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (b),  as  amended  by  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1960,  were  applicable  to  the  last  previous  computation  of  the 
individual's  primary  insurance  amount,  or 

[(ii)  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  (1)  and  (3),  in  all  other 
cases. 

Such  recomputation  shall  be  made  as  though  the  individual  became 
entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  in  the  month  in  which  he  filed 
the  application  for  such  recomputation,  except  that  if  clause  (i)  of 
this  subparagraph  is  applicable  to  such  recomputation,  the  computa- 
tion base  years  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)(2)  shall  include  only 
calendar  years  occurring  prior  to  the  year  in  which  he  filed  his  appli- 
cation for  such  recomputation.] 
(2)  With  respect  to  each  year — ■ 

(A)  which  begins  after  December  81 ,  1963,  and 

(B)  for  any  part  of  which  an  individual  is  entitled  to  old-age 
insurance  benefits, 

the  Secretary  shall,  at  such  time  or  times  and  within  such  period  as  he 
may  by  regulations  prescribe,  recompute  the  primary  insurance  amount 
of  such  individual.    Such  recomputation  shall  be  made — 

(C)  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  (1)  and  (8)  if  such  year  is  either 
the  year  in  which  he  became  entitled  to  such  old-age  insurance 
benefits  or  the  year  preceding  such  year,  or 

(D)  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)(1)  in  any  other  case; 

and  in  all  cases  such  recomputation  shall  be  made  as  though  the  year  with 
respect  to  which  such  recomputation  is  made  is  the  last  year  of  the  period 
specified  in  paragraph  (2)(C)  of  subsection  (b).  A  recomputation  under 
this  paragraph  with  respect  to  any  year  shall  be  effective — 

(E)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  did  not  die  in  such  year,  for 
monthly  benefits  beginning  with  benefits  for  January  of  the  following 
year;  or 
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(F)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  died  in  such  year  (including 
any  individual  whose  increase  in  his  primary  insurance  amount  is 
attributable  to  compensation  which,  upon  his  death,  is  treated  as 
remuneration  for  employment  under  section  205(6)),  for  monthly 
benefits  beginning  with  benefits  for  the  month  in  which  he  died. 
[(3)  (A)  Upon  application  by  an  individual — 

[(i)  who  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  under 
section  202(a)  after  December  1960,  or 

[(h)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  was  recomputed  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraph  (2)  (B)  (ii)  of  this  subsection  on  the  basis  of 
an  application  filed  after  December  1960, 
the  Secretary  shall  recompute  his  primary  insurance  amount  if  such 
application  is  filed  after  the  calendar  year  in  which  he  became  entitled 
to  old-age  insurance  benefits  or  in  which  he  filed  application  for  the 
recomputation  of  his  primary  insurance  amount  under  clause  (ii)  of 
this  sentence,  whichever  is  the  later.  Such  recomputation  under  this 
subparagraph  shall  be  made  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  (1)  and  (3) 
of  this  section,  except  that  such  individual's  computation  base  years 
referred  to  in  subsection  (b)(2)  shall  include  the  calendar  year  re- 
ferred to  in  the  preceding  sentence.  Such  recomputation  under  this 
subparagraph  shall  be  effective  for  and  after  the  first  month  for  which 
his  last  previous  computation  of  his  primary  insurance  amount  was 
effective,  but  in  no  event  for  any  month  prior  to  the  twenty-fourth 
month  before  the  month  in  which  the  application  for  such  recomputa- 
tion is  filed. 

[(B)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  dies  after  December  1960 
and — 

[(i)  who,  at  the  time  of  death  was  not  entitled  to  old-age  insur- 
ance benefits  under  section  202(a),  or 

[(ii)  who  became  entitled  to  such  old-age  insurance  benefits 
after  December  1960,  or 

[(iii)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  was  recomputed  under 
paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection  on  the  basis  of  an  application 
filed  after  December  1960,  or 

[(iv)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  was  recomputed  under 
paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection, 
the  Secretary  shall  recompute  his  primary  insurance  amount  upon  the 
filing  of  an  application  by  a  person  entitled  to  monthly  benefits  or  a 
lump-sum  death  payment  on  the  basis  of  such  individual's  wages  and 
self-employment  income.  Such  recomputation  shall  be  made  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (a)  (1)  and  (3)  of  this  section,  except  that  such 
individual's  computation  base  years  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)(2) 
shall  include  the  calendar  year  in  which  he  died  in  the  case  of  an 
individual  who  was  not  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  at  the 
time  of  death  or  whose  primary  insurance  amount  was  recomputed  un- 
der paragraph  (4)  of  this  subsection,  or  in  all  other  cases,  the  calendar 
year  in  which  he  filed  bis  application  for  the  last  previous  computa- 
tion of  his  primary  insurance  amount.  In  the  case  of  monthly  bene- 
fits, such  recomputation  shall  be  effective  for  and  after  the  month  in 
which  the  person  entitled  to  such  monthly  benefits  became  so  entitled, 
but  in  no  event  for  any  month  prior  to  the  twenty-fourth  month  before 
the  month  in  which  the  application  for  such  recomputation  is  filed. 

[(C)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  becomes  entitled  to  old-age 
insurance  benefits  in  a  calendar  year  after  1960,  if  such  individual  has 
self-employment  income  in  a  taxable  year  which  begins  prior  to  such 
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calendar  year  and  ends  after  the  last  day  of  the  month  preceding  the 
month  in  which  he  became  so  entitled,  the  Secretary  shall  recom- 
pute such  individual's  primary  insurance  amount  after  the  close  of 
such  taxable  year  and  shall  take  into  account  in  determining  the  in- 
dividual's benefit  computation  years  only  such  self-employment 
income  in  such  taxable  year  as  is  credited,  pursuant  to  section  212,  to 
the  year  preceding  the  year  in  which  he  became  so  entitled.  Such 
recomputation  shall  be  effective  for  and  after  the  first  month  in  which 
he  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits. 

[(4)  Upon  the  death  after  1960  of  an  individual  entitled  to  old-age 
insurance  benefits,  if  any  person  is  entitled  to  monthly  benefits,  or 
to  a  lump-sum  death  payment,  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  of  such  individual,  the  Secretary  shall  recompute 
the  decedent's  primary  insurance  amount,  but  only  if — 

[(A)  the  decedent  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  recomputa- 
tion under  paragraph  (2)  (A)  if  he  had  filed  application  therefor 
in  the  month  in  which  he  died ;  or 

[(B)  the  decedent  during  his  lifetime  was  paid  compensation 
which  was  treated  under  section  205 (o)  as  remuneration  for 
employment. 

If  the  recomputation  is  permitted  by  subparagraph  (A)  the  recompu- 
tation shall  be  made  (if  at  all)  as  though  he  had  filed  application  for 
a  recomputation  under  paragraph  (2)  (A)  in  the  month  in  which  he 
died.  If  the  recomputation  is  permitted  by  subparagraph  (B),  the 
recomputation  shall  take  into  account  only  the  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  which  were  considered  in  the  last  previous 
computation  of  his  primary  insurance  amount  and  the  compensation 
(described  in  section  205  (o))  paid  to  him  in  the  years  in  which  such 
wages  were  paid  or  to  which  such  self-employment  income  was 
credited.  If  both  of  the  preceding  sentences  are  applicable  to  an 
individual,  only  the  recomputation  which  results  in  the  larger  pri- 
mary insurance  amount  shall  be  made.] 

[(5)]  (8)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who  became  entitled  to 
old-age  insurance  benefits  in  1952  or  in  a  taxable  year  which  began 
in  1952  (and  without  the  application  of  section  202(j)(l)),  or  who 
died  in  1952  or  in  a  taxable  year  which  began  in  1952  but  did  not 
become  entitled  to  such  benefits  prior  to  1952,  and  who  had  self- 
employment  income  for  a  taxable  year  which  ended  within  or  with 
1952  or  which  began  in  1952,  then  upon  application  filed  by  such 
individual  after  the  close  of  such  taxable  year  and  prior  to  January 
1961  or  (if  he  died  without  filing  such  application  and  such  death 
occurred  prior  to  January  1961)  by  a  person  entitled  to  monthly 
benefits  on  the  basis  of  such  individual's  wages  and  self-employment 
income,  the  Secretary  shall  recompute  such  individual's  primary  in- 
surance amount.  Such  recomputation  shall  be  made  in  the  manner 
provided  in  the  preceding  subsections  of  this  section  (other  than 
subsection  (b)(4)(A))  for  computation  of  such  amount,  except  that 

(A)  the  self-employment  income  closing  date  shall  be  the  day  follow- 
ing the  quarter  with  or  within  which  such  taxable  year  ended,  and 

(B)  the  self-employment  income  for  any  subsequent  taxable  year 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account.  Such  recomputation  shall  be  ef- 
fective (A)  in  the  case  of  an  application  filed  by  such  individual,  for 
and  after  the  first  month  in  which  he  became  entitled  to  old-age 
insurance  benefits,  and  (B)  in  the  case  of  an  application  filed  by  any 
other  person,  for  and  after  the  month  in  which  such  person  who  filed 
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such  application  for  recomputation  became  entitled  to  such  monthly 
benefits.  No  recomputation  under  this  paragraph  pursuant  to  an 
application  field  after  such  individual's  death  shall  affect  the  amount 
of  the  lump-sum  death  payment  under  subsection  (i)  of  section  202, 
and  no  such  recomputation  shall  render  erroneous  any  such  payment 
certified  by  the  Secretary  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  recom- 
putation. 

C(6)]  (4)  Any  recomputation  under  this  subsection  shall  be  effec- 
tive only  if  such  recomputation  results  in  a  higher  primary  insurance 
amount. 

[(7)  (A)  In  the  case  of  a  man  who  attains  age  65  and  who  became 
entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  before  the  month  in  which  he 
attains  such  age,  his  primary  insurance  amount  shall  be  recomputed 
as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  as  though  he  became  entitled  to  old-age 
insurance  benefits  in  the  month  in  which  he  attained  age  65,  except 
that  his  computation  base  years  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  (2)  shall 
include  the  year  in  which  he  attained  age  65.  Such  recomputation 
shall  be  effective  for  and  after  the  month  in  which  he  attained  age  65. 

(B)  In  the  case  of  a  man  who  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance 
benefits  and  died  before  the  month  in  which  he  attained  age  65,  the 
Secretary  shall,  if  any  person  is  entitled  to  monthly  insurance  benefits 
or  a  lump-sum  death  payment  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  of  the  decedent,  recompute  his  primary  insurance 
amount  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  as  though  he  became  entitled  to 
old-age  insurance  benefits  in  the  month  in  which  he  died ;  except  that 
(i)  his  computation  base  years  referred  to  in  subsection  (b)  (2)  shall 
include  the  year  in  which  he  died,  and  (ii)  his  elapsed  years  referred 
to  in  subsection  (b)  (3)  shall  not  include  the  year  in  which  he  died  or 
any  year  thereafter.  In  the  case  of  monthly  insurance  benefits,  such 
recomputation  of  a  man's  primary  insurance  amount  shall  be  effective 
for  and  after  the  month  in  which  he  died.] 

******* 

OTHER  DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  216.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 
[(a)  Repealed.] 

Wife 

(b)  The  term  "wife"  means  the  wife  of  an  individual,  but  only  if 
she  (1)  is  the  mother  of  his  son  or  daughter,  (2)  was  married  to  him 
for  a  period  of  not  less  than  one  year  immediately  preceding  the  day 
on  which  her  application  is  filed,  or  (3)  in  the  month  prior  to  the 
month  of  her  marriage  to  him  (A)  was  entitled  to,  or  on  application 
therefor  and  attainment  of  age  62  in  such  prior  month  would  have 
been  entitled  to,  benefits  under  subsection  (e)  or  (h)  of  section  202, 
or  (B)  had  attained  age  eighteen  and  was  entitled  to,  or  on  application 
therefor  would  have  been  entitled  to,  benefits  under  subsection  (d)  of 
such  section  (subject,  however,  to  section  202 (s)). 

Widow 

(c)  The  term  "widow"  (except  when  used  in  section  202  (i)  means 
the  surviving  wife  of  an  individual,  but  only  if  (1)  she  is  the  mother 
of  his  son  or  daughter,  (2)  she  legally  adopted  his  son  or  daughter 
while  she  was  married  to  him  and  while  such  son  or  daughter  was 
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under  the  age  of  eighteen,  (3)  he  legally  adopted  her  son  or  daughter 
while  she  was  married  to  him  and  while  such  son  or  daughter  was 
under  the  age  of  eighteen,  (4)  she  was  married  to  him  at  the  time  both 
of  them  legally  adopted  a  child  under  the  age  of  eighteen,  (5)  she  was 
married  to  him  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  one  year  immediately 
prior  to  the  day  on  which  he  died,  or  (6)  in  the  month  prior  to  the 
month  of  her  marriage  to  him  (A)  she  was  entitled  to,  or  on  appli- 
cation therefor  and  attainment  of  age  62  in  such  prior  month  would 
have  been  entitled  to,  benefits  under  subsection  (e)  or  (h)  of  section 
202,  or  (B)  she  had  attained  age  eighteen  and  was  entitled  to,  or 
on  application  therefor  would  have  been  entitled  to,  benefits  under 
subsection  (d)  of  such  section  (subject,  however,  to  section  202(s)). 

Former  Wife  Divorced 

(d)  The  term  "former  wife  divorced"  means  a  woman  divorced 
from  an  individual,  but  only  if  (1)  she  is  the  mother  of  his  son  or 
daughter,  (2)  she  legally  adopted  his  son  or  daughter  while  she  was 
married  to  him  and  while  such  son  or  daughter  was  under  the  ago 
of  eighteen,  (3)  he  legally  adopted  her  son  or  daughter  while  she 
was  married  to  him  and  while  such  son  or  daughter  was  under  the 
age  of  eighteen,  or  (4)  she  was  married  to  him  at  the  time  both  of 
them  legally  adopted  a  child  under  the  age  of  eighteen. 

Child 

(e)  The  term  "child"  means  (1)  the  child  or  legally  adopted  child 
of  an  individual,  and  (2)  a  stepchild  who  has  been  such  stepchild  for 
not  less  than  one  year  immediately  preceding  the  day  on  which  appli- 
cation for  child's  insurance  benefits  is  filed  or  (if  the  insured  indi- 
vidual is  deceased)  the  day  on  which  such  individual  died.  For 
purposes  of  clause  (1),  a  person  shall  be  deemed,  as  of  the  date  of 
death  of  an  individual,  to  be  the  legally  adopted  child  of  such  indi- 
vidual if  such  person  was  at  the  time  of  such  individual's  death  living 
in  such  individual's  household  and  was  legally  adopted  by  such  indi- 
vidual's surviving  spouse  after  such  individual's  death  but  before  the 
end  of  two  years  after  the  day  on  which  such  individual  died  or  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  Act;  except  that  this  sentence  shall  not  apply 
if  at  the  time  of  such  individual's  death  such  person  was  receiving 
regular  contributions  toward  his  support  from  someone  other  than 
such  individual  or  his  spouse,  or  from  any  public  or  private  welfare 
organization  which  furnishes  services  or  assistance  for  children.  For 
purposes  of  clause  (2),  a  person  who  is  not  the  stepchild  of  an  indi- 
vidual shall  be  deemed  the  stepchild  of  such  individual  if  such  indi- 
vidual was  not  the  mother  or  adopting  mother  or  the  father  or  adopt- 
ing father  of  such  person  and  such  individual  and  the  mother  or 
adopting  mother,  or  the  father  or  adopting  father,  as  the  case  may  be, 
of  such  person  went  through  a  marriage  ceremony  resulting  in  a  pur- 
ported marriage  between  them  which,  but  for  a  legal  impediment  de- 
scribed in  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (h)(1)(B),  would  have  been 
a  valid  marriage. 

Husband 

(f)  The  term  "husband"  means  the  husband  of  an  individual,  but 
only  if  (1)  he  is  the  father  of  her  son  or  daughter,  (2)  he  was  married 
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to  her  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  one  year  immediately  preceding 
the  day  on  which  his  application  is  filed,  or  (3)  in  the  month  prior  to 
the  month  of  his  marriage  to  her  (A)  he  was  entitled  to,  or  on  appli- 
cation therefor  and  attainment  of  age  62  in  such  prior  month  would 
have  been  entitled  to,  benefits  under  subsection  (f)  or  (h)  of  section 
202,  or  (B)  he  had  attained  age  eighteen  and  was  entitled  to,  or  on 
application  therefor  would  have  been  entitled  to,  benefits  under 
subsection  (d)  of  such  section  (subject,  however,  to  section  202 (s)). 

Widower 

(g)  The  term  "widower"  (except  when  used  in  section  202(i))  means 
the  surviving  husband  of  an  individual,  but  only  if  (1)  he  is  the  father 
of  her  son  or  daughter,  (2)  he  legally  adopted  her  son  or  daughter 
while  he  was.  married  to  her  and  while  such  son  or  daughter  was  under 
the  age  of  eighteen,  (3)  she  legally  adopted  his  son  or  daughter  while 
he  was  married  to  her  and  while  such  son  or  daughter  was  under 
the  age  of  eighteen,  (4)  he  was  married  to  her  at  the  time  both  of 
them  legally  adopted  a  child  under  the  age  of  eighteen,  (5)  he  was 
married  to  her  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  one  year  immediately  prior 
to  the  day  on  which  she  died,  or  (6)  in  the  month  before  the  month 
of  his  marriage  to  her  (A)  he  was  entitled  to,  or  on  application  there- 
for and  attainment  of  age  62  in  such  prior  month  would  have  been 
entitled  to,  benefits  under  subsection  (f)  or  (h)  of  section  202,  or  (B) 
he  had  attained  age  eighteen  and  was  entitled  to,  or  on  application 
therefor  would  have  been  entitled  to,  benefits  under  subsection  (d)  of 
such  section  (subject,  however,  to  section  202 (s)). 

VOLUNTARY  AGREEMENTS  FOR  COVERAGE   OF  STATE  AND  LOCAL 

EMPLOYEES 

Purpose  of  Agreement 
Sec.  218.  (a)(1)  *  *  * 

Positions  Covered  by  Retirement  Systems 
td)(l)  *  *  * 

******* 

(6)  (A)  If  a  retirement  system  covers  positions  of  employees  of  the 
State  and  positions  of  employees  of  one  or  more  political  subdivi- 
sions of  the  State,  or  covers  positions  of  employees  of  two  or  more 
political  subdivisions  of  the  State,  then,  for  purposes  of  the  preceding 
paragraphs  of  this  subsection,  there  shall,  if  the  State  so  desires,  be 
deemed  to  be  a  separate  retirement  system  with  respect  to  any  one 
or  more  of  the  political  subdivisions  concerned  and,  where  the  retire- 
ment system  covers  positions  of  employees  of  the  State,  a  separate 
retirement  system  with  respect  to  the  State  or  with  respect  to  the  State 
and  any  one  or  more  of  the  political  subdivisions  concerned.  Where 
a  retirement  system  covering  positions  of  employees  of  a  State  and 
positions  of  employees  of  one  or  more  political  subdivisions  of  a  State, 
or  covering  positions  of  employees  of  two  or  more  political  subdivisions 
of  the  State,  is  not  divided  into  separate  retirement  systems  pursuant 
to  the  preceding  sentence  or  pursuant  to  subparagraph  (C),  then 
the  State  may,  for  purposes  of  subsection  (f)  only,  deem  the  system 
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to  be  a  separate  retirement  system  with  respect  to  any  one  or  more  of 
the  political  subdivisions  concerned  and,  where  the  retirement  system 
covers  positions  of  employees  of  the  State,  a  separate  retirement  sys- 
tem with  respect  to  the  State  or  with  respect  to  the  State  and  any 
one  or  more  of  the  political  subdivisions  concerned. 

(B)  If  a  retirement  system  covers  positions  of  employees  of  one  or 
more  institutions  of  higher  learning,  then,  for  purposes  of  such  pre- 
ceding paragraphs,  there  shall,  if  the  State  so  desires,  be  deemed  to  be 
a  separate  retirement  system  for  the  employees  of  each  such  institution 
of  higher  learning.  For  the  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  the  term 
"institutions  of  higher  learning"  includes  junior  colleges  and  teachers 
■colleges.  If  a  retirement  system  covers  positions  of  employees  of  a 
hospital  which  is  an  integral  part  of  a  political  subdivision,  then,  for 
purposes  of  the  preceding  paragraphs  there  shall,  if  the  State  so 
desires,  be  deemed  to  be  a  separate  retirement  system  for  the  employees 
of  such  hospital. 

(C)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  any  retirement  system 
established  by  the  State  of  Alaska,  California,  Connecticut,  Florida, 
Georgia,  Kentucky,  Massachusetts,  Minnesota,  New  Mexico,  New 
York,  North  Dakota,  Pennsylvania,  Khode  Island,  Tennessee,  Texas, 
Vermont,  Washington,  Wisconsin,  or  Hawaii,  or  any  political  subdi- 
vision of  any  such  State,  which,  on,  before,  or  after  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  this  subparagraph,  is  divided  into  two  divisions  or  parts,  one 
of  which  is  composed  of  positions  of  members  of  such  system  who 
desire  coverage  under  an  agreement  under  this  section  and  the  other 
of  which  is  composed  of  positions  of  members  of  such  system  who  do 
not  desire  such  coverage,  shall,  if  the  State  so  desires  and  if  it  is  pro- 
vided that  there  shall  be  included  in  such  division  or  part  composed 
of  members  desiring  such  coverage  the  positions  of  individuals  who 
become  members  of  such  system  after  such  coverage  is  extended,  be 
deemed  to  be  a  separate  retirement  system  with  respect  to  each  such 
division  or  part.  If,  in  the  case  of  a  separate  retirement  system  which 
js  deemed  to  exist  by  reason  of  subparagraph  (A)  and  which  has  been 
divided  into  two  divisions  or  parts  pursuant  to  the  first  sentence  of 
this  subparagraph,  individuals  become  members  of  such  system  by 
reason  of  action  taken  by  a  political  subdivision  after  coverage  under 
an  agreement  under  this  section  has  been  extended  to  the  division 
or  part  thereof  composed  of  positions  of  individuals  who  desire  such 
coverage,  the  positions  of  such  individuals  who  become  members  of 
such  retirement  system  by  reason  of  the  action  so  taken  shall  be  in- 
cluded in  the  division  or  part  of  such  system  composed  of  positions 
of  members  who  do  not  desire  such  coverage  if  (i)  such  individuals, 
on  the  day  before  becoming  such  members,  were  in  the  division  or 
part  of  another  separate  retirement  system  (deemed  to  exist  by  reason 
of  subparagraph  (A))  composed  of  positions  of  members  of  such 
system  who  do  not  desire  coverage  under  an  agreement  under  this 
section  and  (ii)  all  of  the  positions  in  the  separate  retirement  system 
of  which  such  individuals  so  become  members  and  all  of  the  positions 
in  the  separate  retirement  system  referred  to  in  clause  (i)  would  have 
been  covered  by  a  single  retirement  system  if  the  State  had  not  taken 
action  to  provide  for  separate  retirement  systems  under  this  paragraph. 

(D)  The  position  of  any  individual  which  is  covered  by  any  retire- 
ment system  to  which  subparagraph  (C)  is  applicable  shall,  if  such 
individual  is  ineligible  to  become  a  member  of  such  system  on  August  1, 
J956,  or,  if  later,  the  day  he  first  occupies  such  position,  be  deemed 
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to  be  covered  by  the  separate  retirement  system  consisting  of  the  posi- 
tions of  members  of  the  division  or  part  who  do  not  desire  coverage 
under  the  insurance  system  established  under  this  title. 

(E)  An  individual  who  is  in  a  position  covered  by  a  retirement 
system  to  which  subparagraph  (C)  is  applicable  and  who  is  not  a 
member  of  such  system  but  is  eligible  to  become  a  member  thereof 
shall,  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  (other  than  paragraph  (8)),  be 
regarded  as  a  member  of  such  system;  except  that,  in  the  case  of  any 
retirement  system  a  division  or  part  of  which  is  covered  under  the 
agreement  (either  in  the  original  agreement  or  by  a  modification 
thereof),  which  coverage  is  agreed  to  prior  to  1960,  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  subparagraph  shall  apply  only  if  the  State  so  re- 
quests and  any  such  individual  referred  to  in  such  preceding  pro- 
visions shall,  if  the  State  so  requests,  be  treated,  after  division  of  the 
retirement  system  pursuant  to  such  subparagraph  (C),  the  same  as 
individuals  in  positions  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (F). 

(F)  In  the  case  of  any  retirement  system  divided  pursuant  to  sub- 
paragraph (C),  the  position  of  any  member  of  the  division  or  part 
composed  of  positions  of  members  who  do  not  desire  coverage  may  be 
transferred  to  the  separate  retirement  system  composed  of  positions 
of  members  who  desire  such  coverage  if  it  is  so  provided  in  a  modi- 
fication of  such  agreement  which  is  mailed,  or  delivered  by  other 
means,  to  the  Secretary  prior  to  [1963]  1966  or,  if  later,  the  expiration 
of  two  years  after  the  date  on  which  such  agreement,  or  the  modifica- 
tion thereof  making  the  agreement  applicable  to  such  separate  retire- 
ment system,  as  the  case  may  be,  is  agreed  to,  but  only  if,  prior  to  such 
modification  or  such  later  modification,  as  the  case  may  be,  the  in- 
dividual occupying  such  position  files  with  the  State  a  written  request 
for  such  transfer.  Notwithstanding  subsection  (f)(1),  any  such  modi- 
fication or  later  modification,  providing  for  the  transfer  of  additional 
positions  within  a  retirement  system  previously  divided  pursuant  to 
subparagraph  (C)  to  the  separate  retirement  system  composed  of 
positions  of  members  who  desire  coverage,  shall  be  effective  with 
respect  to  services  performed  after  the  same  effective  date  as  that 
which  was  specified  in  the  case  of  such  previous  division. 

(G)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection,  in  the  case  of  any  retire- 
ment system  of  the  State  of  Florida,  Georgia,  Minnesota,  North 
Dakota,  Pennsylvania,  Washington,  or  Hawaii  which  covers  positions 
of  employees  of  such  State  who  are  compensated  in  whole  or  in  part 
from  grants  made  to  such  State  under  title  III,  there  shall  be  deemed 
to  be,  if  such  State  so  desires,  a  separate  retirement  system  with 
respect  to  any  of  the  following: 

(i)  the  positions  of  such  employees ; 

(ii)  the  positions  of  all  employees  of  such  State  covered  by  such 
retirement  system  who  are  employed  in  the  department  of  such 
State  in  which  the  employees  referred  to  in  clause  (i)  are  em- 
ployed ;  or 

(iii)  employees  of  such  State  covered  by  such  retirement 
system  who  are  employed  in  such  department  of  such  State  in 
positions  other  than  those  referred  to  in  clause  (i). 

(7)  The  certification  by  the  governor  (or  an  official  of  the  State 
designated  by  him  for  the  purpose)  required  under  paragraph  (3) 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  made,  in  the  case  of  a  division  or  part 
(created  under  subparagraph  (C)  of  paragraph  (6)  or  the  corre- 
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sponding  provision  of  prior  law)  consisting  of  the  positions  of  mem- 
bers of  a  retirement  system  who  desire  coverage  under  thp  agreement 
under  this  section,  if  thp  governoi  (or  the  official  so  designated) 
certifies  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  that — 

(A)  an  opportunity  to  vote  by  written  ballot  on  the  question  of 
whether  they  wish  to  be  covered  under  an  agreement  under  this 
section  was  given  to  all  individuals  who  were  members  of  such 
system  at  the  time  the  vote  was  held ; 

(B)  not  less  than  ninety  days'  notice  of  such  vote  was  given  to 
all  individuals  who  were  members  of  such  system  on  the  date  the 
notice  was  issued ;_ 

(C)  the  vote  was  conducted  under  the  supervision  of  the  gov- 
ernor or  an  agency  or  individual  designated  by  him ;  and 

(D)  such  system  was  divided  into  two  parts  or  divisions  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subparagraphs  (C)  and  (D) 
of  paragraph  (6)  or  the  corresponding  provision  of  prior  law. 

For  purposes  of  this  paragraph,  an  individual  in  a  position  to  which 
the  State  agreement  already  applied  or  in  a  position  excluded  by  or 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (5)  shall  not  be  considered  a  member  of  the 
retirement  system. 

(8)  (A)  Notwithstanding  paragraph  (1),  if  under  the  provisions 
of  this  subsection  an  agreement  is,  after  December  31,  1958,  made 
applicable  to  service  performed  in  positions  covered  by  a  retirement 
system,  service  performed  by  an  individual  in  a  position  covered  by 
such  a  system  may  not  be  excluded  from  the  agreement  because  such 
position  is  also  covered  under  another  retirement  system. 

(B)  Subparagraph  (A)  shall  not  apply  to  service  performed  by  an 
individual  in  a  position  covered  under  a  retirement  system  if  such 
individual,  on  the  day  the  agreement  is  made  applicable  to  service 
performed  in  positions  covered  by  such  retirement  system,  is  not  a 
member  of  such  system  and  is  a  member  of  another  system. 

(C)  If  an  agreement  is  made  applicable,  prior  to  1959,  to  service 
in  positions  covered  by  any  retirement  system,  the  preceding  provi- 
sions of  this  paragraph  shall  be  applicable  in  the  case  of  such  system 
if  the  agreement  is  modified  to  so  provide. 

(D)  Except  in  the  case  of  agreements  with  the  States  named  in 
subsection  (p)  and  agreements  with  interstate  instrumentalities,  noth- 
ing in  this  paragraph  shall  authorize  the  application  of  an  agreement 
to  service  in  any  policeman's  or  fireman's  position. 

REHABILITATION  SERVICES 

Referral  for  Rehabilitation  Services 

Sec.  222.  (a)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Congress 
that  disabled  individuals  applying  for  a  determination  of  disability, 
and  disabled  individuals  who  are  entitled  to  child's  insurance  benefits, 
shall  be  promptly  referred  to  the  State  agency  or  agencies  adminis- 
tering or  supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan  approved 
under  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act  for  necessary  vocational  re- 
habilitation services,  to  the  end  that  the  maximum  number  of  such 
individuals  may  be  rehabilitated  into  productive  activity. 
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Deductions  on  Account  of  Refusal  To  Accept  Rehabilitation  Services 

(b)(1)  Deductions,  in  such  amounts  and  at  such  time  or  times  as  the 
Secretary  shall  determine,  shall  be  made  from  any  payment  or  pay- 
ments under  this  title  to  which  an  individual  is  entitled,  until  the  total 
of  such  deductions  equals  such  individual's  benefit  or  benefits  under 
sections  202  and  223  for  any  month  in  which  such  individual,  if  a 
child  who  has  attained  the  age  of  eighteen  and  is  entitled  to  child's 
insurance  benefits  or  if  an  individual  entitled  to  disability  insurance 
benefits,  refuses  without  good  cause  to  accept  rehabilitation  services 
available  to  him  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  the  Vocational 
Rehabilitation  Act.  Any  individual  who  is  a  member  or  adherent 
of  any  recognized  church  or  religious  sect  which  teaches  its  members 
or  adherents  to  rely  solely,  in  the  treatment  and  cure  of  any  physical 
or  mental  impairment,  upon  prayer  or  spiritual  means  through  the 
application  and  use  of  the  tenets  or  teachings  of  such  church  or  sect, 
and  who,  solely  because  of  his  adherence  to  the  teachings  or  tenets  of 
such  church,  or  sect,  refuses  to  accept  rehabilitation  services  available 
to  him  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  the  Vocational  Rehabilita- 
tion Act,  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  the  first  sentence  of  this  subsection, 
be  deemed  to  have  done  so  with  good  cause. 

(2)  Deductions  shall  be  made  from  any  child's  insurance  benefit  to 
which  a  child  who  has  attained  the  age  of  eighteen  is  entitled  or  from 
any  mother's  insurance  benefit  to  which  a  person  is  entitled,  until  the 
total  of  such  deductions  equals  such  child's  insurance  benefit  or  benefits 
or  such  mother's  insurance  benefit  or  benefits  under  section  202  for  any 
month  in  which  such  child  or  person  entitled  to  mother's  insurance 
benefits  is  married  to  an  individual  who  is  entitled  to  disability  insur- 
ance benefits  and  in  which  such  individual  refuses  to  accept  rehabilita- 
tion services  and  a  deduction,  on  account  of  such  refusal,  is  imposed 
under  paragraph  (1).  If  both  this  paragraph  and  paragraph  (3)  are 
applicable  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit  for  any  month,  only  an  amount 
equal  to  such  benefit  shall  be  deducted. 

(3)  Deductions  shall  be  made  from  any  wife's,  husband's,  or  child's 
insurance  benefit,  based  on  the  wages  and  seJf-employment  income  of 
an  individual  entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits,  to  which  a  wife, 
husband,  or  child  is  entitled,  until  the  total  of  such  deductions  equals 
such  wife's,  husband's,  or  child's  insurance  benefit  or  benefits  under 
section  202  for  any  month  in  which  the  individual,  on  the  basis  of 
whose  wages  and  self- employment  income  such  benefit  was  payable, 
refuses  to  accept  rehabilitation  services  and  deductions,  on  account  of 
such  refusal,  are  imposed  under  paragraph  (1). 

(4)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply  to  any  child 
entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(d),  if  he  has  attained  the  age  of  18 
but  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22,  for  any  month  during  which  he  is  a  full- 
time  student  (as  defined  and  determined  under  section  202(d)). 

******* 

DISABILITY  INSURANCE  BENEFIT  PAYMENTS 

Disability  Insurance  Benefits 

Sec.  223.  (a)(1)  Every  individual  who — 

(A)  is  insured  for  disability  insurance  benefits  (as'determined 
under  subsection  (c)(1)), 
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(B)  has  not  attained  the  age  of  sixty-five, 

(C)  has  filed  application  for  disability  insurance  benefits,  and 

(D)  is  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  subsection  (c)(2),  at 
the  time  such  application  is  filed, 

shall  be  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance  benefit  (i)  for  each  month 
beginning  with  the  first  month  after  his  waiting  period  (as  defined 
in  subsection  (c)(3))  in  which  he  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance 
benefits,  or  (ii)  for  each  month  beginning  with  the  first  month  during 
all  of  which  he  is  under  a  disability  and  in  which  he  becomes  so 
entitled  to  such  insurance  benefits,  but  only  if  he  was  entitled  to 
disability  insurance  benefits  which  terminated,  or  had  a  period  of 
disability  (as  denned  in  section  261  (i))  which  ceased,  within  the  sixty- 
month  period  preceding  the  first  month  in  which  he  is  under  such 
disability,  and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  whichever  of  the 
following  months  is  the  earliest:  the  month  in  which  he  dies,  the 
month  in  which  he  attains  age  65,  the  first  month  for  which  he  is 
entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits,  or  the  third  month  following 
the  month  in  which  his  disability  ceases. 

(2)  Such  individual's  disability  insurance  benefit  for  any  month 
shall  be  equal  to  his  primary  insurance  amount  for  such  month  deter- 
mined under  section  215  as  though  he  had  attained  age  62  (if  a  woman) 
or  age  65  (if  a  man)  in — 

(A)  the  first  month  of  his  waiting  period,  or 

(B)  in  any  case  in  which  clause  (ii)  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection  is  applicable,  the  first  month  for  which  he  becomes 
entitled  to  such  disability  insurance  benefits, 

and  as  though  he  had  become  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  in 
the  month  in  which  he  filed  his  application  for  disability  insurance 
benefits  and  was  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  for  each  month 
for  which  (^pursuant  to  subsection  (b))  he  was  entitled  to  a  disability 
insurance  benefit.  For  the  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  in  the 
case  of  a  woman  who  [both  was  fully  insured  and  had]  attained  age 
62  in  or  before  the  first  month  referred  to  in  subparagraph  (A)  or  (B) 
of  such  sentence,  as  the  case  may  be,  the  elapsed  years  referred  to  in 
section  215(b)  (3)  shall  not  include  the  [first]  year  in  which  she  [both 
was  fully  insured  and  had]  attained  age  62,  or  any  year  thereafter. 

[(3)  If,  for  any  month  before  the  month  in  which  an  individual 
attains  age  65,  such  individual  is  entitled  to — 

[(A)  a  widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit,  or 
[(B)  an  old-age,  wife's,  or  husband's  insurance  benefit  which 
is  reduced  under  subsection  (q)  of  section  202, 
such  individual  may  not,  for  any  month  after  the  first  month  for 
which  such  individual  is  so  entitled,  become  entitled  to  disability  in- 
surance benefits ;  and  a  period  of  disability  may  not  begin  with  respect 
to  such  individual  in  any  month  after  such  first  month.] 

(3)  If,  for  any  month  before  the  month  in  which  an  individual  attains 
age  65,  such  individual  is  entitled  to  an  old-age,  husband's,  widow's, 
widower's,  or  parent's  insurance  benefit,  or  to  a  wife's  insurance  benefit 
which  is  reduced  under  section  202{q),  such  individual  may  not,  for 
any  month  after  the  first  month  for  which  such  individual  is  so  entitled, 
become  entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits;  and  a  period  of  disability 
may  not  begin  with  respect  to  such  individual  in  any  month  after  such 
first  month. 
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Filing  of  Application 

(b)  No  application  for  disability  insurance  benefits  shall  be  ac- 
cepted as  a  valid  application  for  purposes  of  this  section  (1)  if  it  is 
filed  more  than  nine  months  before  the  first  month  for  which  the 
applicant  becomes  entitled  to  such  benefits,  or  (2)  in  any  case  in  which 
clause  (ii)  of  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (a)  is  applicable,  if  it  is 
filed  more  than  six  months  before  the  first  month  for  which  the  appli- 
cant becomes  entitled  to  such  benefits;  and  any  application  filed  within 
such  nine  months'  period  or  six  months'  period,  as  the  case  may  be, 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  filed  in  such  first  month.  An  individual 
who  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance  benefit  for 
any  month  after  June  1957  had  he  filed  application  therefor  prior  to 
the  end  of  such  month  shall  be  entitled  to  such  benefit  for  such  month 
if  he  is  continuously  under  a  disability  after  such  month  and  until  he 
files  application  therefor,  and  he  files  such  application  prior  to  the 
end  of  the  twelfth  month  immediately  succeeding  such  month. 

Definitions 

(c)  For  purposes  of  this  section — 

(1)  An  individual  shall  be  insured  for  disability  insurance 
benefits  in  any  month  if — 

(A)  he  would  have  been  a  fully  insured  individual  (as 
defined  in  section  214)  had  he  attained  age  62  (if  a  woman) 
or  age  65  (if  a  man)  and  filed  application  for  benefits  under 
section  202(a)  on  the  first  day  of  such  month,  and 

(B)  he  had  not  less  than  twenty  quarters  of  coverage  dur- 
ing the  forty-quarter  period  ending  with  the  quarter  in  which 
such  first  day  occurred,  not  counting  as  part  of  such  forty- 
quarter  period  any  quarter  any  part  of  which  was  included 
in  a  period  of  disability  (as  defined  in  section  216  (i))  unless 
such  quarter  was  a  quarter  of  coverage. 

(2)  The  term  "disability"  means  inability  to  engage  in  any 
substantial  gainful  activity  by  reason  of  any  medically  determi- 
nable physical  or  mental  impairment  which  can  be  expected  to 
result  in  death  or  to  be  of  long-continued  and  indefinite  duration. 
An  individual  shall  not  be  considered  to  be  under  a  disability 
unless  he  furnishes  such  proof  of  the  existence  thereof  as  may 
be  required. 

(3)  The  term  "waiting  period"  means,  in  the  case  of  any  application 
for  disability  insurance  benefits,  the  earliest  period  of  six  consecutive 
calendar  months — 

(A)  throughout  which  the  individual  who  files  such  appli- 
cation has  been  under  a  disability  which  continues  until  such 
application  is  filed,  and 

(B)  (i)  which  begins  not  earlier  than  with  the  first  day  of  the 
eighteenth  month  before  the  month  in  which  such  application  is 
filed  if  such  individual  is  insured  for  disability  insurance  benefits 
in  such  eighteenth  month,  or  (ii)  if  he  is  not  so  insured  in  such 
month,  which  begins  not  earlier  than  with  the  first  day  of  the 
first  month  after  such  eighteenth  month  in  which  he  is  so  insured. 

Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  no 
waiting  period  may  begin  for  any  individual  before  January  1,  1957. 
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SUSPENSION  OP  BENEFITS  BASED  ON  DISABILITY 

Sec.  225.  If  the  Secretary,  on  the  basis  of  information  obtained  by 
or  submitted  to  him,  believes  that  an  individual  entitled  to  benefits 
under  section  223,  or  that  a  child  who  has  attained  the  age  of  eighteen 
and  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(d),  may  have  ceased  to 
be  under  a  disability,  the  Secretary  may  suspend  the  payment  of  bene- 
fits under  such  section  223  or  202(d)  until  it  is  determmed  (as  provided 
in  section  221)  whether  or  not  such  individual's  disability  has  ceased 
or  until  the  Secretary  believes  that  such  disability  has  not  ceased.  In 
the  case  of  any  individual  whose  disability  is  subject  to  determination 
under  an  agreement  with  a  State  under  section  221  (b),  the  Secretary 
shall  promptly  notify  the  appropriate  State  of  his  action  under  this 
section  and  shall  request  a  prompt  determination  of  whether  such 
individual's  disability  has  ceased.  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the 
term  "disability"  has  the  meaning  assigned  to  such  term  in  section 
223(c)(2).  Whenever  the  benefits  of  an  individual  entitled  to  a 
disability  insurance  benefit  are  suspended  for  any  month,  the  benefits 
of  any  individual  entitled  thereto  under  subsection  (b),  (c),  or  (d)  of 
section  202,  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self -employment  income  of 
such  individual,  shall  be  suspended  for  such  month.  The  first  sentence 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  child  entitled  to  benefits  under  section 
202{d),  if  he  has  attained  the  age  of  18  but  has  not  attained  the  age  of 
22,  for  any  month  during  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  (as  defined  and 
determined  under  section  202(d)). 

TRANSITIONAL  INSURED  STATUS 

Sec.  226.  (a)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who  attains  the  age  of 
72  but  who  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  section  214(a),  the  6  quarters 
of  coverage  referred  to  in  so  much  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  214(a)  as 
follows  clause  (C)  shall,  instead,  be  8  quarters  of  coverage  for  purposes 
of  determining  entitlement  of  such  individual  to  benefits  under  subsection 
(a)  of  section  202,  and  of  his  wife  to  benefits  under  subsection  (b)  of  such 
section,  but,  in  the  case  of  such  wife,  only  if  she  attains  the  age  of  72 
before  1968  and  only  with  respect  to  wife's  insurance  benefits  under  such 
subsection  (b)  for  and  after  the  month  in  which  she  attains  such  age. 
For  each  month  before  the  month  in  which  any  such  individual  meets  the 
requirements  of  section  214(a),  the  amount  of  his  old-age  insurance 
benefit  shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  202(a),  be  $85 
and  the  amount  of  the  wife's  insurance  benefit  of  his  wife  shall,  notwith- 
standing the  provisions  of  section  202(b)  be  $17.50 

(b)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who  has  died,  who  does  not  meet  the 
requirements  of  section  214(a),  and  whose  widow  attains  age  72  before 
1968,  the  6  quarters  of  coverage  referred  to  in  paragraph  (8)  of  section 
214(a)  and  in  so  much  of  paragraph  (1)  thereof  as  follows  clause  (C) 
shall,  for  purposes  of  determining  her  entitlement  to  widow's  insurance 
benefits  under  section  202(e),  instead  be — 

(1)  3  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow  attains  the  age  of  72  in 
or  before  1965, 

(2)  4  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow  attains  the  age  of  72  in 
1966,  or 

(8)  5  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow  attains  the  age  of  72  in 
1967. 
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The  amount  of  her  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month  shall,  not- 
withstanding the  provisions  of  section  202(e)  (and  section  202 (m)), 
be  $35. 

(c)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who  becomes,  or  upon  filing  applica- 
tion therefor  would  become,  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(a)  by 
reason  of  the  application  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  who  dies,  and 
whose  widow  attains  the  age  of  72  before  1968,  such  deceased,  individual 
shall  be  deemed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
for  purposes  of  determining  entitlement  of  such  widow  to  widow's 
insurance  benefits  under  section  202(b). 

******* 

TITLE  X— GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  AID  TO  THE  BLIND 
******* 

PAYMENT  TO  STATES 

Sec.  1003.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropriated  therefor,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  each  State  which  has  an  approved  plan 
for  aid  to  the  blind,  for  each  quarter,  beginning  with  the  quarter 
commencing  October  1,  1958 — 

(1)  in  the  case  of  any  State  other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Vir- 
gin Islands,  and  Guam,  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  fol- 
lowing proportions  of  the  total  amounts  expended  during  such 
quarter  as  aid  to  the  blind  under  the  State  plan  (including  ex- 
penditures for  insurance  premiums  for  medical  or  any  other  type 
of  remedial  care  or  the  cost  thereof) — 

(A)  2%5  of  such  expenditures,  not  counting  so  much  of 
any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the 
product  of  $35  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients 
of  aid  to  the  blind  for  such  month  (which  total  number,  for 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  means  (i)  the  number  of  in- 
dividuals who  received  aid  to  the  blind  in  the  form  of  money 
payments  for  such  month,  plus  (ii)  the  number  of  other  in- 
dividuals with  respect  to  whom  expenditures  were  made  in 
such  month  as  aid  to  the  blind  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any 
other  type  of  remedial  care) ;  plus 

(B)  the  Federal  percentage  of  the  amount  by  which  such 
expenditures  exceed  the  maximum  which  may  be  counted 
under  clause  (A),  not  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure 
with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  [$70] 
$75  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such  recipients  of  aid  to 
the  blind  for  such  month ;  and 

(2)  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam, 
an  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended 
during  such  quarter  as  aid  to  the  blind  under  the  State  plan  (in- 
cluding expenditures  for  insurance  premiums  for  medical  or  any 
other  type  of  remedial  care  or  the  cost  thereof),  not  counting  so 
much  of  any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds 
$37.50  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of  aid  to  the 
blind  for  such  month;  and 

(3)  in  the  case  of  any  State  whose  State  plan  approved  under 
section  1002  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  (c)(1)  an 
amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  following  proportions  of  the  total 
amounts  expended  during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the 
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Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  the  proper  and 
efficient  administration  of  the  State  plan — 

(A)  75  per  centum  of  so  much  of  such  expenditures  as 
are  for — 

(i)  services  which  are  prescribed  pursuant  to  subsec- 
tion (c)(1)  and  are  provided  (in  accordance  with  the 
next  sentence)  to  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  aid  to 
the  blind  to  help  them  attain  or  retain  capability  for  self- 
support  or  self-care,  or 

(ii)  other  services,  specified  by  the  Secretary  as  likely 
to  prevent  or  reduce  dependency,  so  provided  to  such 
applicants  or  recipients,  or 

(hi)  any  of  the  services  prescribed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (c)(1),  and  of  the  services  specified  as  provided 
in  clause  (ii),  which  the  Secretary  may  specify  as  ap- 
propriate for  individuals  who,  within  such  period  or 
periods  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  have  been  or  are 
likely  to  become  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  aid  to  the 
blind,  if  such  services  are  requested  by  such  individuals 
and  are  provided  to  such  individuals  in  accordance  with 
the  next  sentence,  or 

(iv)  the  training  of  personnel  employed  or  preparing 
for  employment  by  the  State  agency  or  by  the  local 
agency  administering  the  plan  in  the  political  subdivi- 
sion; plus 

(B)  one-half  of  so  much  of  such  expenditures  (not  in- 
cluded under  subparagraph  (A))  as  are  for  services  provided 
(in  accordance  with  the  next  sentence)  to  applicants  for  or 
recipients  of  aid  to  the  blind,  and  to  individuals  requesting 
such  services  who  (within  such  period  or  periods  as  the 
Secretary  may  prescribe)  have  been  or  are  likely  to  become 
applicants  for  or  recipients  of  such  aid ;  plus 

(C)  one-half  of  the  remainder  of  such  expenditures. 
The  services  referred  to  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  shall 
include  only — 

(D)  services  provided  by  the  staff  of  the  State  agency, 
or  of  the  local  agency  administering  the  State  plan  in  the 
political  subdivision:  Provided,  That  no  funds  authorized 
under  this  title  shall  be  available  for  services  defined  as 
vocational  rehabilitation  services  under  the  Vocational  Reha- 
bilitation Act  (i)  which  are  available  to  individuals  in  need 
of  them  under  programs  for  their  rehabilitation  carried  on 
under  a  State  plan  approved  under  such  Act,  or  (ii)  which 
the  State  agency  or  agencies  administering  or  supervising 
the  administration  of  the  State  plan  approved  under  such 
Act  are  able  and  willing  to  provide  if  reimbursed  for  the 
cost  thereof  pursuant  to  agreement  under  subparagraph  (E), 
if  provided  by  such  staff,  and 

(E)  subject  to  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 
services  which  in  the  judgment  of  the  State  agency  cannot  be 
as  economically  or  as  effectively  provided  by  the  staff  of  such 
State  or  local  agency  and  are  not  otherwise  reasonably  avail- 
able to  individuals  in  need  of  them,  and  which  are  provided, 
pursuant  to  agreement  with  the  State  agency,  by  the  State 
health  authority  or  the  State  agency  or  agencies  administer- 
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ing  or  supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan  for 
vocational  rehabilitation  services  approved  under  the  Voca- 
tional Rehabilitation  Act  or  by  any  other  State  agency  which 
the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  appropriate  (whether 
provided  by  its  staff  or  by  contract  with  public  (local)  or 
nonprofit  private  agencies) ; 
except  that  services  described  in  clause  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (D) 
hereof  may  be  provided  only  pursuant  to  agreement  with  such 
State  agency  or  agencies  administering  or  supervising  the  admin- 
istration of  the  State  plan  for  vocational  rehabilitation  services 
so  approved.    The  portion  of  the  amount  expended  for  adminis- 
tration of  the  State  plan  to  which  subparagraph  (A)  applies  and 
the  portion  thereof  to  which  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  apply 
shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  such  methods  and  pro- 
cedures as  may  be  permitted  by  the  Secretary;  and 

(4)  in  the  case  of  any  State  whose  State  plan  approved  under 
section  1002  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  subsection  (c)(1), 
an  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended 
during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
proper  and  efficient  administration  of  the  State  plan,  including 
services  referred  to  in  paragraph  (3)  and  provided  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  such  paragraph. 

******* 

TITLE  XII— ADVANCES  TO  STATE  UNEMPLOYMENT 

FUNDS 

******* 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  1403.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropriated  therefor,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  shall  pay  to  each  State  which  has  an  approved  plan 
for  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  for  each  quarter, 
beginning  with  the  quarter  commencing  October  1,  1958 — 

(1)  in  the  case  of  any  State  other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the 
Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam,  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the 
following  proportions  of  the  total  amounts  expended  during  such 
quarter  as  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled  under  the 
State  plan  (including  expenditures  for  insurance  premiums  for 
medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  or  the  cost  thereof) — 

(A)  2%5  of  such  expenditures,  not  counting  so  much  of 
any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the 
product  of  $35  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients 
of  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled  for  such  month 
(which  total  number,  for  purposes  of  this  subsection,  means 
(i)  the  number  of  individuals  who  received  aid  to  the  perma- 
nently and  totally  disabled  in  the  form  of  money  payments 
for  such  month,  plus  (ii)  the  number  of  other  individuals 
with  respect  to  whom  expenditures  were  made  in  such  month 
as  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled  in  the  form 
of  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care) ;  plus 

(B)  the  Federal  percentage  of  the  amount  by  which  such 
expenditures  exceed  the  maximum  which  may  be  counted 
under  clause  (A),  not  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure 
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with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  [$703 
$75  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such  recipients  of  aid  to 
the  permanently  and  totally  disabled  for  such  month;  and 

(2)  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam, 
an  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended 
during  such  quarter  as  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  dis- 
abled under  the  State  plan  (including  expenditures  for  insurance 
premiums  for  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  or  the 
cost  thereof),  not  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  $37.50  multiplied  by  the  total 
number  of  recipients  of  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  dis- 
abled for  such  month;  and 

(3)  in  the  case  of  any  State  whose  State  plan  approved  under 
section  1402  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  (c)(1),  an 
amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  following  proportions  of  the  total 
amounts  expended  during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  the  proper  and 
efficient  administration  of  the  State  plan — 

(A)  75  per  centum  of  so  much  of  such  expenditures  as  are 
for — 

(i)  services  which  are  prescribed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (c)(1)  and  are  provided  (in  accordance  with  the 
next  sentence)  to  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  aid  to 
the  permanently  and  totally  disabled  to  help  them  attain 
or  retain  capability  for  self-support  or  self -care,  or 

(ii)  other  services,  specified  by  the  Secretary  as  likely 
to  prevent  or  reduce  dependency,  so  provided  to  such 
applicants  or  recipients,  or 

(hi)  any  of  the  services  prescribed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (c)(1),  and  of  the  services  specified  as  provided 
in  clause  (ii),  which  the  Secretary  may  specify  as  ap- 
propriate for  individuals  who,  within  such  period  or 
periods  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  have  been  or  are 
likely  to  become  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  aid  to  the 
permanently  and  totally  disabled,  if  such  services  are 
requested  by  such  individuals  and  are  provided  to  such 
individuals  in  accordance  with  the  next  sentence,  or 

(iv)  the  training  of  personnel  employed  or  preparing 
for  employment  by  the  State  agency  or  by  the  local 
agency  administering  the  plan  in  the  political  subdivi- 
sion; plus 

(B)  one-half  of  so  much  of  such  expenditures  (not  in- 
cluded under  subparagraph  (A))  as  are  for  services  provided 
(in  accordance  with  the  next  sentence)  to  applicants  for  or 
recipients  of  aid  to  the  permanently  and  totally  disabled, 
and  to  individuals  requesting  such  services  who  (within  such 
period  or  periods  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe)  have  been 
or  are  likely  to  become  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  such 
aid;  plus 

(C)  one-half  of  the  remainder  of  such  expenditures. 

The  services  referred  to  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  shall 
include  only — 

(D)  services  provided  by  the  staff  of  the  State  agency,  or 
of  the  local  agency  administering  the  State  plan  in  the  politi- 
cal subdivision:  Provided,  That  no  funds  authorized  under 
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this  title  shall  be  available  for  services  defined  as  vocational 
rehabilitation  services  under  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation 
Act  (i)  which  are  available  to  individuals  in  need  of  them 
under  programs  for  their  rehabilitation  carried  on  under  a 
State  plan  approved  under  such  Act,  or  (ii)  which  the  State 
agency  or  agencies  administering  or  supervising  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  State  plan  approved  under  such  Act  are  able 
and  willing  to  provide  if  reimbursed  for  the  cost  thereof  pur- 
suant to  agreement  under  suparagraph  (E),  if  provided  by 
such  staff,  and 

(E)  subject  to  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 
services  which  in  the  judgment  of  the  State  agency  cannot  be 
as  economically  or  as  effectively  provided  by  the  staff  of  such 
State  or  local  agency  and  are  not  otherwise  reasonably  avail- 
able to  individuals  in  need  of  them,  and  which  are  provided, 
pursuant  to  agreement  with  the  State  agency,  by  the  State 
health  authority  or  the  State  agency  or  agencies  administer- 
ing or  supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan  for 
vocational  rehabilitation  services  approved  under  the  Vo- 
cational Rehabilitation  Act  or  by  any  other  State  agency 
which  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  appropriate 
(whether  provided  by  its  staff  or  by  contract  with  public 
(local)  or  nonprofit  private  agencies) ; 
except  that  services  described  in  clause  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (D) 
hereof  may  be  provided  only  pursuant  to  agreement  with  such 
State  agency  or  agencies  administering  or  supervising  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  State  plan  for  vocational  rehabilitation  services 
so  approved.    The  portion  of  the  amount  expended  for  adminis- 
tration of  the  State  plan  to  which  subparagraph  (A)  applies 
and  the  portion  thereof  to  which  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C) 
apply  shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  such  methods  and 
procedures  as  may  be  permitted  by  the  Secretary;  and 

(4)  in  the  case  of  any  State  whose  State  plan  approved  under 
section  1402  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  subsection  (c)(1), 
an  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended 
during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
proper  and  efficient  administration  of  the  State  plan,  including 
services  referred  to  in  paragraph  (3)  and  provided  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  such  paragraph. 

TITLE  XVI— GRANTS  TO  STATES  FOR  AID  TO  THE  AGED, 
BLIND,  OR  DISABLED,  OR  FOR  SUCH  AID  AND  MEDICAL 
ASSISTANCE  FOR  THE  AGED 

******* 

PAYMENTS  TO  STATES 

Sec.  1603.  (a)  From  the  sums  appropriated  therefor,  the  Secretary 
shall  pay  to  each  State  which  has  a  plan  approved  under  this  title, 
for  each  quarter,  beginning  with  the  quarter  commencing  October  1, 
1962— 

(1)  in  the  case  of  any  State  other  than  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin 
Islands,  and  Guam,  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  following 
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proportions  of  the  total  amounts  expended  during  such  quarter  as 
aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  under  the  State  plan  (including 
expenditures  for  insurance  premiums  for  medical  or  any  other 
type  of  remedial  care  or  the  cost  thereof) — 

(A)  2%5  of  such  expenditures,  not  counting  so  much  of 
any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the 
product  of  $35  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of 
such  aid  for  such  month  (which  total  number,  for  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  means  (i)  the  number  of  individuals  who 
received  such  aid  in  the  form  of  money  payments  for  such 
month,  plus  (ii)  the  number  of  other  individuals  with  re- 
spect to  whom  expenditures  were  made  in  such  month  as  aid 
to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any 
other  type  ofremedial  care) ;  plus 

[(B)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  defined  in  section  1101 
(a)(8))  of  the  amount  by  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the 
maximum  which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not 
counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any 
month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $70  multiplied  by  the  total 
number  of  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for 
such  month;  plus 

[(C)  the  larger  of  the  following:  (i)  the  Federal  medical 
percentage  (as  defined  in  section  6(c))  of  the  amount  by 
which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  maximum  which  may  be 
counted  under  clause  (B),  not  counting  so  much  of  any  ex- 
penditure with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  (I)  the 
product  of  $85  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such  re- 
cipients of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for  such  month, 
or  (II)  if  smaller,  the  total  expended  as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind, 
or  disabled  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of 
remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month  plus  the  product  of 
$70  multiplied  by  such  total  number  of  such  recipients,  or 
(ii)  15  per  centum  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  during 
such  quarter  as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  under  the 
State  plan  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of 
remedial  care,  not  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $15  multiplied 
by  the  total  number  of  such  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged, 
blind,  or  disabled  for  such  month; J 

(B)  the  larger  of  the  following : 

(i)  (I)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  defined  in  section  1101  (a)  (8)) 
of  the  amount  by  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  amount 
which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A) ,  not  counting  so  much 
of  such  excess  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 
of  $40  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of  aid  to 
the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for  such  months,  plus  (II)  15  per 
centum  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  during  such  quarter 
as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  under  the  State  plan  in 
the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care,  not 
counting  so  much  of  any  such  expenditure  with  respect  to  any 
month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $15  multiplied  by  the  total 
number  of  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for 
such  month,  or 

(ii)  (I)  the  Federal  medical  percentage  (as  defined  in 
section  6(c))  of  the  amount  by  which  such  expenditures  exceed 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF   19  64 


105 


the  maximum  which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not 
counting  so  much  of  any  expenditures  with  respect  to  any 
month  as  exceeds  (a)  the  product  of  $50  multiplied  by  the  total 
number  of  such  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled 
for  such  month,  or  (b)  if  smaller,  the  total  expended  as  aid  to 
the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other 
type  of  remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month  plus  the 
product  of  $35  multiplied  by  such  total  number  of  such  recip- 
ients, plus  (II)  the  Federal  percentage  of  the  amount  by  which 
the  total  sums  expended  during  such  quarter  as  aid  to  the 
aged,  blind,  or  disabled  under  the  State  plan  exceed  the  amount 
which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A)  and  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  clause  (B)  (ii),  not  counting  so  much  of 
such  excess  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of 
$40  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of  aid  to  the 
aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for  such  month; 
(2)  in  the  case  of  Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  and  Guam, 
an  amount  equal  to — 

(A)  one-half  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  during  such 
quarter  as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  under  the  State 
plan  (including  expenditures  for  insurance  premiums  for  med- 
ical or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  or  the  cost  thereof), 
not  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any 
month  as  exceeds  $37.50  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of 
recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for  such 
month;  plus 

(B)  the  larger  of  the  following  amounts:  (i)  one-1  alf  of  the 
amount  by  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  maximum 
which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not  counting  so 
much  of  any  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month  as 
exceeds  (I)  the  product  of  $45  multiplied  by  the  total  num- 
ber of  such  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled 
for  such  month,  or  (II)  if  smaller,  the  total  expended  as  aid 
to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any 
other  type  of  remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month  plus 
the  product  of  $37.50  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such 
recipients,  or  (ii)  15  per  centum  of  the  total  of  the  sums 
expended  during  such  quarter  as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or 
disabled  under  the  State  plan  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any 
other  type  of  remedial  care,  not  counting  so  much  of  any 
expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 
of  $7.50  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such  recipients  of 
aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for  such  month; 

(3)  in  the  case  of  any  State,  an  amount  equal  to  the  Federal 
medical  percentage  (as  defined  in  section  6(c))  of  the  total 
amounts  expended  during  such  quarter  as  medical  assistance  for 
the  aged  under  the  State  plan  (including  expenditures  for  in- 
surance premiums  for  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care 
or  the  cost  thereof) ;  and 

(4)  in  the  case  of  any  State  whose  State  plan  approved  under 
section  1602  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  (c)(1),  an 
amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  following  proportions  of  the  total 
amounts  expended  during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the 
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Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  the  proper  and 
efficient  administration  of  the  State  plan — 

(A)  75  per  centum  of  so  much  of  such  expenditures  as 
are  for — 

(i)  services  which  are  prescribed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (c)(1)  and  are  provided  (in  accordance  with  the 
next  sentence)  to  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  aid  or 
assistance  under  the  plan  to  help  them  attain  or  retain 
capability  for  self-support  or  self-care,  or 

(ii)  other  services,  specified  by  the  Secretary  as 
likely  to  prevent  or  reduce  dependency,  so  provided  to 
such  applicants  or  recipients,  or 

(iii)  any  of  the  services  prescribed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (c)(1),  and  of  the  services  specified  as  provided 
in  clause  (ii),  which  the  Secretary  may  specify  as  ap- 
propriate for  individuals  who,  within  such  period  or 
periods  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  have  been  or 
are  likely  to  become  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  aid 
or  assistance  under  the  plan,  if  such  services  are  re- 
quested by  such  individuals  and  are  provided  to  such 
individuals  in  accordance  with  the  next  sentence,  or 

(iv)  the  training  of  personnel  employed  or  preparing 
for  employment  by  the  State  agency  or  by  the  local 
agency  administering  the  plan  in  the  political  subdivi- 
sion; plus 

(B)  one-half  of  so  much  of  such  expenditures  (not  included 
under  subparagraph  (A))  as  are  for  services  provided  (in 
accordance  with  the  next  sentence)  to  applicants  for  or  re- 
cipients of  aid  or  assistance  under  the  plan,  and  to  individuals 
requesting  such  services  who  (within  such  period  or  periods 
as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe)  have  been  or  are  likely  to 
become  applicants  for  or  recipients  of  such  aid  or  assistance; 
plus 

(C)  one-half  of  the  remainder  of  such  expenditures. 

The  services  referred  to  in  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B)  shall 
include  only — 

(D)  services  provided  by  the  staff  of  the  State  agency,  or 
of  the  local  agency  administering  the  State  plan  in  the  politi- 
cal subdivision:  Provided,  That  no  funds  authorized  under 
this  title  shall  be  available  for  services  defined  as  vocational 
rehabilitation  services  under  the  Vocational  Rehabilitation 
Act  (i)  which  are  available  to  individuals  in  need  of  them 
under  programs  for  their  rehabilitation  carried  on  under  a 
State  plan  approved  under  such  Act,  or  (ii)  which  the  State 
agency  or  agencies  administering  or  supervising  the  admin- 
istration of  the  State  plan  approved  under  such  Act  are 
able  and  willing  to  provide  if  reimbursed  for  the  cost  thereof 
pursuant  to  agreement  under  subparagraph  (E),  if  provided 
by  such  staff,  and 

(E)  subject  to  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary, 
services  which  in  the  judgment  of  the  State  agency  cannot 
be  as  economically  or  as  effectively  provided  by  the  staff  of 
such  State  or  local  agency  and  are  not  otherwise  reasonably 
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available  to  individuals  in  need  of  them,  and  which  are  pro- 
vided, pursuant  to  agreement  with  the  State  agency,  by  the 
State  health  authority  or  the  State  agency  or  agencies  admin- 
istering or  supervising  the  administration  of  the  State  plan 
for  vocational  rehabilitation  services  approved  under  the 
Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act  or  by  any  other  State  agency 
which  the  Secretary  may  determine  to  be  appropriate 
(whether  provided  by  its  staff  or  by  contract  with  public 
(local)  or  nonprofit  private  agencies) ; 
except  that  services  described  in  clause  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (D) 
hereof  may  be  provided  only  pursuant  to  agreement  with  such 
State  agency  or  agencies  administering  or  supervising  the  admin- 
istration of  the  State  plan  for  vocational  rehabilitation  services  so 
approved.    The  portion  of  the  amount  expended  for  administra- 
tion of  the  State  plan  to  which  subparagraph  (A)  applies  and 
the  portion  thereof  to  which  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  apply 
shall  be  determined  in  accordance  with  such  methods  and  pro- 
cedures as  may  be  permitted  by  the  Secretary;  and 

(5)  in  the  case  of  any  State  whose  State  plan  approved  under 
section  1602  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  subsection  (c)(1), 
an  amount  equal  to  one-half  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended 
during  such  quarter  as  found  necessary  by  the  Secretary  for  the 
proper  and  efficient  administration  of  the  State  plan,  including 
services  referred  to  in  paragraph  (4)  and  provided  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  such  paragraph. 

*  afe  #  *  '$  $  * 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  1605.  [(a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  "aid  to  the 
aged,  blind,  or  disabled"  means  money  payments  to,  or  (if  provided  in 
or  after  the  third  month  before  the  month  m  which  the  recipient  makes 
application  for  aid)  medical  care  in  behalf  of  or  any  type  of  remedial 
care  recognized  under  State  law  in  behalf  of,  needy  individuals  who 
are  65  years  of  age  or  older,  are  blind,  or  are  18  years  of  age  or  over 
and  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  but  does  not  include — 

[(1)  any  such  payments  to  or  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual 
who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  institution  (except  as  a  patient  in 
a  medical  institution)  or  any  individual  who  is  a  patient  in  an 
institution  for  tuberculosis  or  mental  diseases,  or 

[(2)  any  such  payments  to  any  individual  who  has  been  diag- 
nosed as  having  tuberculosis  or  psychosis  and  is  a  patient  in  a 
medical  institution  as  a  result  thereof,  or 

[(3)  any  such  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual,  who  is  a  patient 
in  a  medical  institution  as  a  result  of  a  diagnosis  that  he  has 
tuberculosis  or  psychosis,  with  respect  to  any  period  after  the 
individual  has  been  a  patient  in  such  an  institution,  as  a  result  of 
such  diagnosis,  for  forty-two  days.] 
(a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  "aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or 
disabled"  means  money  payments  to,  or  (if  provided  in  or  after  the 
third  month  before  the  month  in  which  the  recipient  makes  application 
for  aid)  medical  care  in  behalf  of  or  any  type  of  remedial  care  recognized 
under  State  law  in  behalf  of,  needy  individuals  who  are  65  years  of  age  or 
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older,  are  blind,  or  are  18  years  oj  age  or  over  and  permanently  and 
totally  disabled,  but  such  term  does  not  include — 

(1 )  in  the  case  of  any  individual,  any  such  payments  to  or  care 
in  behalf  of  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  institution 
{except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution);  or 

(2)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who  has  not  attained  65  years  of 

a9e~ 

(A)  any  such  payments  to  or  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual 
who  is  a  patient  in  an  institution  for  tuberculosis  or  mental 
diseases,  or 

(B)  any  such  payments  to  any  individual  who  has  been 
diagnosed  as  having  tuberculosis  or  psychosis  and  is  a  patient 
in  a  medical  institution  as  a  result  thereof,  or 

(C)  any  such  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual,  who  is  a 
patient  in  a  medical  institution  as  a  result  of  a  diagnosis  that 
he  has  tuberculosis  or  psychosis,  with  respect  to  any  period 
after  the  individual  has  been  a  patient  in  such  an  institution, 
as  a  result  of  such  diagnosis,  for  forty-two  days. 

(b)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  "medical  assistance  for 
the  aged"  means  payment  of  part  or  all  of  the  cost  of  the  following 
care  and  services  (if  provided  in  or  after  the  third  month  before  the 
month  in  which  the  recipient  makes  application  for  assistance)  for 
individuals  who  are  sixty-five  years  of  age  or  older  and  who  are  not 
recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  but  whose  income  and 
resources  are  insufficient  to  meet  all  of  such  cost — 

(1)  inpatient  hospital  services; 

(2)  skilled  nursing-home  services; 

(3)  physicians'  services; 

(4)  outpatient  hospital  or  clinic  services; 

(5)  home  health  care  services; 

(6)  private  duty  nursing  services; 

(7)  physical  therapy  and  related  services; 

(8)  dental  services ; 

(9)  laboratory  and  X-ray  services; 

(10)  prescribed  drugs,  eyeglasses,  dentures,  and  prosthetic 
devices ; 

(11)  diagnostic,  screening,  and  preventive  services;  and 

(12)  any  other  medical  care  or  remedial  care  recognized  under 
State  law; 

[except  that  such  term  does  not  include  any  such  payments  with 
respect  to — 

[(A)  care  or  services  for  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of 
a  public  institution  (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution) 
or  any  individual  who  is  a  patient  in  an  institution  for  tubercu- 
losis or  mental  diseases;  or 

[(B)  care  or  services  for  any  individual,  who  is  a  patient  in  a 
medical  institution  as  a  result  of  a  diagnosis  of  tuberculosis  or 
psychosis,  with  respect  to  any  period  after  the  individual  has 
been  a  patient  in  such  an  institution,  as  a  result  of  such  diagnosis, 
for  forty-two  days.] 
except  that  such  term  does  not  include  any  such  payments  with  respect 
to  care  or  services  for  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  insti- 
tution (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution). 
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INTERNAL  REVENUE  CODE  OF  1954 

Subtitle  A — Income  Taxes 

******* 

CHAPTER  2— TAX   ON   SELF-EMPLOYMENT  INCOME 

SEC.  1401.  RATE  OF  TAX 

[In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  shall  be  imposed  for  each  taxable 
year,  on  the  self-employment  income  of  every  individual,  a  tax  as 
follows : 

[(1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1961,  and  before  January  1,  1963,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  4.7 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for  such 
taxable  year; 

[(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1962,  and  before  January  1,  1966,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 
5.4  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for  such 
taxable  year; 

[(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1965,  and  before  January  1, 1968,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6.2 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  income  for  such 
taxable  year;  and 

[(4)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1967,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6.9  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 
self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year.] 
In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  shall  be  imposed  for  each  taxable  year, 
on  the  self-employment  income  of  every  individual,  a  tax  as  follows: 

(1)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December  31, 

1964,  and  before  January  1 , 1966,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  5.7  percent 
of  the  amount  of  the  self -employment  income  for  such  taxable  year; 

(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December  81 , 

1965,  and  before  January  1,  1968,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6  percent 
of  the  amount  of  the  self -employment  income  for  such  taxable  year; 

(8)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December  31, 
1967,  and  before  January  1,  1971,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6.8 
percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self -employment  income  for  such  taxable 
year;  and 

(4)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December  81, 
1970,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  7.2  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 
self -employment  income  for  such  taxable  year. 
(b)  Self-employment  Income. — The  term  "self-employment  in- 
come" means  the  net  earnings  from  self-employment  derived  by  an 
individual  (other  than  a  nonresident  alien  individual)  during  any 
taxable  year;  except  that  such  term  shall  not  include — 

(1)  that  part  of  the  net  earnings  from  self-employment  which 
is  in  excess  of — 

(A)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  prior  to  1955,  (i)  $3,600, 
minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to  such  individual 
during  the  taxable  year;  and 

(B)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1954  and  before 
1959,  (i)  $4,200,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid 
to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year;  and 
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(C)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1958  and  before  1965, 
(i)  $4,800,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to  such 
individual  during  the  taxable  year[;  or];  and 

(D)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1964,  CO  $5,400, 
minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages  paid  to  such  individual 
during  the  taxable  year;  or 

(2)  the  net  earnings  from  self-employment,  if  such  net  earn- 
ings for  the  taxable  year  are  less  than  $400. 
For  purposes  of  clause  (1),  the  term  "wages"  includes  such  remu- 
neration paid  to  an  employee  for  services  included  under  an  agree- 
ment entered  into  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  218  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  (relating  to  coverage  of  State  employees),  or 
under  an  agreement  entered  into  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
3121(1)  (relating  to  coverage  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  who  are 
employees  of  foreign  subsidiaries  of  domestic  corporations),  as  would 
be  wages  under  section  3121(a)  if  such  services  constituted  employ- 
ment under  section  3121(b).  An  individual  who  is  not  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States  but  who  is  a  resident  of  the  Commonwealth  of 
Puerto  Rico,  the  Virgin  Islands,  Guam,  or  American  Samoa  shall 
not,  for  purposes  of  this  chapter  be  considered  to  be  a  nonresident 
alien  individual. 

Subtitle  C — Employment  Taxes 
CHAPTER  21— FEDERAL  INSURANCE  CONTRIBUTIONS  ACT 

SUBCHAPTER  A— TAX  ON  EMPLOYEES 

SEC.  3101.  RATE  OF  TAX. 

[In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on  the  income 
of  every  individual  a  tax  equal  to  the  following  percentages  of  the 
wages  (as  defined  in  section  3121(a))  received  by  him  with  respect  to 
employment  (as  defined  in  section  3121(b)) — 

[(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  year 
1962,  the  rate  shall  be  3%  percent; 

[(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years 
1963  to  1965,  both  inclusive,  the  rate  shall  be  3%  percent; 

[(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years 
1966  to  1967,  both  inclusive,  the  rate  shall  be  4}i  percent;  and 

[(4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after  December  31,  1967, 
the  rate  shall  be  4%  percent. J 
In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on  the  income  of 
every  individual  a  tax  equal  to  the  following  percentages  of  the  wages  (as 
defined  in  section  8121(a))  received  by  him  with  respect  to  employment 
(as  defined  in  section  3121(b)) — 

(1)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  year  1965, 
the  rate  shall  be  8.8  percent; 

(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years  1966 
and  1967 ,  the  rate  shall  be  4  percent; 

(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the  calendar  years  1968, 
1969,  and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4-5  percent;  and 

(4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after  December  31,  1970,  the 
rate  shall  be  4-8  percent. 

******* 
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SUBCHAPTER  B— TAX  ON  EMPLOYERS 
SEC.  3111.  RATE  OF  TAX. 

[In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on  every  em- 
ployer an  excise  tax,  with  respect  to  having  individuals  in  his  employ, 
equal  to  the  following  percentages  of  the  wages  (as  defined  in  section 
3121  (a))  paid  by  him  with  respect  to  employment  (as  defined  in  sec- 
tion 3121(b))— 

[(1)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  year  1962, 
the  rate  shall  be  3%  percent ; 

[(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years  1963 
to  1965,  both  inclusive,  the  rate  shall  be  3%  percent; 

[(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years  1966 
to  1967,  both  inclusive,  the  rate  shall  be  4%  percent;  and 

[(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December  31,  1967,  the 
rate  shall  be  4%  percent.] 
In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on  every  employer 
anf excise  tax,  with  respect  to  having  individuals  in  his  employ,  equal  to 
the  following  percentages  of  the  wages  (as  defined  in  section  3121{a)) 
paid  by  him  with  respect  to  employment  (as  defined  in  section  3121(b)) — 

(1)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  year  1965, 
the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent; 

(2)  with,  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years  1966 
and  1967,  the  rate  shall  be  4  percent; 

(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar  years  1968, 
1969,  and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4-5  percent;  and 

(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December  31,  1970,  the  rate 
shall  be  4-8  percent. 

******* 
SUBCHAPTER  C— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

SEC.  3121.  DEFINITIONS. 

(a)  Wages. — For  purposes  of  this  chapter,  the  term  "wages"  means 
all  remuneration  for  employment,  including  the  cash  value  of  all 
remuneration  paid  in  any  medium  other  than  cash;  except  that  such 
term  shall  not  include — 

(1)  that  part  of  the  remuneration  which,  after  remuneration 
(other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the  succeeding  para- 
graphs of  this  subsection)  equal  to  [$4,800]  $5,400  with  respect 
to  employment  has  been  paid  to  an  individual  by  an  employer 
during  any  calendar  year,  is  paid  to  such  individual  by  such 
employer  during  such  calendar  year.  If  an  employer  (herein- 
after referred  to  as  successor  employer)  during  any  calendar  year 
acquires  substantially  all  the  property  used  in  a  trade  or  business 
of  another  employer  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  a  predecessor),  or 
used  in  a  separate  unit  of  a  trade  or  business  of  a  predecessor, 
and  immediately  after  the  acquisition  employs  in  his  trade  or 
business  an  individual  who  immediately  prior  to  the  acquisition 
was  employed  in  the  trade  or  business  of  such  predecessor,  then, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the  successor  employer 
has  paid  remuneration  (other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in 
the  succeeding  paragraphs  of  this  subsection)  with  respect  to 
employment  equal  to  [$4,800]  $5,400  to  such  individual  during 
such  calendar  year,  any  remuneration  (other  than  remuneration 
referred  to  in  the  succeeding  paragraphs  of  this  subsection)  with 
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respect  to  employment  paid  (or  considered  under  this  paragraph 
as  having  been  paid)  to  such  individual  by  such  predecessor 
during  such  calendar  year  and  prior  to  such  acquisition  shall  be 
considered  as  having  been  paid  by  such  successor  employer  ; 

(2)  the  amount  of  any  payment  (including  any  amount  paid  by 
an  employer  for  insurance  or  annuities,  or  into  a  fund,  to  provide 
for  any  such  payment)  made  to,  or  on  behalf  of,  an  employee  or 
any  of  his  dependents  under  a  plan  or  system  established  by  an 
employer  which  makes  provision  for  his  employees  generally  (or) 
for  his  employees  generally  and  their  dependents)  or  for  a  class 
or  classes  of  his  employees  (or  for  a  class  or  classes  of  his  em- 
ployees and  their  dependents),  on  account  of — 

(A)  retirement,  or 

(B)  sickness  or  accident  disability,  or 

(C)  medical  or  hospitalization  expenses  in  connection  with 
sickness  or  accident  disability,  or 

(D)  death; 

(3)  any  payment  made  to  an  employee  (including  any  amount 
paid  by  an  employer  for  insurance  or  annuities,  or  into  a  fund,  to 
provide  for  any  such  payment)  on  account  of  retirement ; 

(4)  any  payment  on  account  of  sickness  or  accident  disability, 
or  medical  or  hospitalization  expenses  in  connection  with  sick- 
ness or  accident  disability,  made  by  an  employer  to,  or  on  behalf 
of,  an  employee  after  the  expiration  of  6  calendar  months  follow- 
ing the  last  calendar  month  in  which  the  employee  worked  for 
such  employer; 

(5)  any  payment  made  to,  or  on  behalf  of,  an  employee  or  his 
beneficiary — 

(A)  from  or  to  a  trust  described  in  section  401(a)  which  is 
exempt  from  tax  under  section  501(a)  at  the  time  of  such 
payment  unless  such  payment  is  made  to  an  employee  of  the 
trust  as  remuneration  for  services  rendered  as  such  employee 
and  not  as  a  beneficiary  of  the  trust,  or 

(B)  under  or  to  an  annuity  plan  which,  at  the  time  of 
such  payment,  meets  the  requirements  of  section  401(a)  (3), 
(4),   (5),  and  (6); 

(6)  the  payment  by  an  employer  (without  deduction  from  the 
remuneration  of  the  employee) — 

(A)  of  the  tax  imposed  upon  an  employee  under  section 
3101  (or  the  corresponding  section  of  prior  law),  or 

(B)  of  any  payment  required  from  an  employee  under  a 
State  unemployment  compensation  law; 

(7)  (A)  remuneration  paid  in  any  medium  other  than  cash  to  an 
employee  for  service  not  in  the  course  of  the  employer's  trade  or 
business  or  for  domestic  service  in  a  private  home  of  the  employer; 

(B)  cash  remuneration  paid  by  an  employer  in  any  calendar 
quarter  to  an  employee  for  domestic  service  in  a  private  home  of 
the  employer,  if  the  cash  remuneration  paid  in  such  quarter  by 
the  employer  to  the  employee  for  such  service  is  less  than  $50. 
As  used  in  this  subparagraph,  the  term  "domestic  service  in  a 
private  home  of  the  employer,"  does  not  include  service  described 
in  subsection  (g)  (5) ; 

(C)  cash  remuneration  paid  by  an  employer  in  any  calendar 
quarter  to  an  employee  for  service  not  in  the  course  of  the  em- 
ployer's trade  or  business,  if  the  cash  remuneration  paid  in  such 
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quarter  by  the  employer  to  the  employee  for  such  service  is  less 
than  $50.  As  used  in  this  subparagraph,  the  term  "service  not  in 
the  course  of  the  employer's  trade  or  business"  does  not  include 
domestic  service  in  a  private  home  of  the  employer  and  does  not 
include  service  described  in  subsection  (g)  (5) ; 

(8)  (A)  remuneration  paid  in  any  medium  other  than  cash  for 
agricultural  labor; 

(B)  cash  remuneration  paid  by  an  employer  in  any  calendar 
year  to  an  employee  for  agricultural  labor  unless  (i)  the  cash 
remuneration  paid  in  such  year  by  the  employer  to  the  employee 
for  such  labor  is  $150  or  more,  or  (ii)  the  employee  performs  agri- 
cultural labor  for  the  employer  on  20  days  or  more  during  such 
year  for  cash  remuneration  computed  on  a  time  basis; 

(9)  any  payment  (other  than  vacation  or  sick  pay)  made  to 
an  employee  after  the  month  in  which — 

(A)  in  the  case  of  v  man,  he  attains  the  age  of  65,  or 

(B)  in  the  case  of  a  woman,  she  attains  the  age  of  62, 

if  such  employee  did  not  work  for  the  employer  in  the  period  for 
which  such  payment  is  made;  or 

(10)  remuneration  paid  by  an  employer  in  any  calendar  quar- 
ter to  an  employee  for  service  described  in  subsection  (d)(3) 
(C)  (relating  to  home  workers),  if  the  cash  remuneration  paid  in 
such  quarter  by  the  employer  to  the  employee  for  such  service  is 
less  than  $50. 

SEC.  3122.  FEDERAL  SERVICE. 

In  the  case  of  the  taxes  imposed  by  this  chapter  with  respect  to 
service  performed  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States  or  in  the  employ 
of  any  instrumentality  which  is  wholly  owned  by  the  United  States, 
including  service,  performed  as  a  member  of  a  uniformed  service, 
to  which  the  provisions  of  section  3121  (m)(l)  are  applicable,  and 
including  service,  performed  as  a  volunteer  or  volunteer  leader,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Peace  Corps  Act,  to  which  the  provisions  of 
section  3121  (p)  are  applicable,  the  determination  whether  an  indi- 
vidual has  performed  service  which  constitutes  employment  as  defined 
in  section  3121(b),  the  determination  of  the  amount  of  remunera- 
tion for  such  service  which  constitutes  wages  as  defined  in  section 
3121(a),  and  the  return  and  payment  of  the  taxes  imposed  by  this 
chapter,  shall  be  made  by  the  head  of  the  Federal  agency  or  instru- 
mentality having  the  control  of  such  service,  or  by  such  agents  as  such 
head  may  designate.  The  person  making  such  return  may,  for  con- 
venience of  administration,  make  payments  of  the  tax  imposed  under 
section  3111  with  respect  to  such  service  without  regard  to  the 
[$4,800]  $5,400  Umitation  in  section  3121(a)(1),  and  he  shall  not  be 
required  to  obtain  a  refund  of  the  tax  paid  under  section  3111  on  that 
part  of  the  remuneration  not  included  in  wages  by  reason  of  section 
3121(a)(1).  Payments  of  the  tax  imposed  under  section  3111  with 
respect  to  service,  performed  by  an  individual  as  a  member  of  a  uni- 
formed service,  to  which  the  provisions  of  section  3121  (m)(l)  are 
applicable,  shall  be  made  from  appropriations  available  for  the  pay 
of  members  of  such  uniformed  service.  The  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  applicable  in  the  case  of  service  performed  by  a  civilian 
employee,  not  compensated  from  funds  appropriated  by  the  Congress, 
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in  the  Army  and  Air  Force  Exchange  Service,  Army  and  Air  Force 
Motion  Picture  Service,  Navy  Exchanges,  Marine  Corps  Exchanges, 
or  other  activities,  conducted  by  an  instrumentality  of  the  United 
States  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  at 
installations  of  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  comfort,  pleasure, 
contentment,  and  mental  and  physical  improvement  of  personnel 
of  such  Department;  and  for  purposes  of  this  section  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  head  of  such  instrumentality.  The 
provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  applicable  also  in  the  case  of  service 
performed  by  a  civilian  employee,  not  compensated  from  funds 
appropriated  by  the  Congress,  in  the  Coast  Guard  Exchanges  or  other 
activities,  conducted  by  an  instrumentality  of  the  United  States  sub- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Secretary,  at  installations  of  the  Coast 
Guard  for  the  comfort,  pleasure,  contentment,  and  mental  and  physical 
improvement  of  personnel  of  the  Coast  Guard;  and  for  purposes 
of  this  section  the  Secretary  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  head  of  such 
instrumentality. 

SEC.  3125.  RETURNS  IN  THE  CASE  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  EMPLOYEES 
IN  GUAM  AND  AMERICAN  SAMOA. 

(a)  Guam. — The  return  and  payment  of  the  taxes  imposed  by  this 
chapter  on  the  income  of  individuals  who  are  officers  or  employees 
of  the  Government  of  Guam  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof  or  of 
any  instrumentality  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  foregoing  which  is 
wholly  owned  thereby,  and  those  imposed  on  such  Government  or 
political  subdivision  or  instrumentality  with  respect  to  having  such 
individuals  in  its  employ,  may  be  made  by  the  Governor  of  Guam  or 
by  such  agents  as  he  may  designate.  The  person  making  such  return 
may,  for  convenience  of  administration,  make  payments  of  the  tax 
imposed  under  section  3111  with  respect  to  the  service  of  such  indi- 
viduals without  regard  to  the  [$4,800]  $5,400  limitation  in  section 
3121(a)(1). 

(b)  American  Samoa.- — The  return  and  payment  of  the  taxes 
imposed  by  this  chapter  on  the  income  of  individuals  who  are  officers 
or  employees  of  the  Government  of  American  Samoa  or  any  political 
subdivision  thereof  or  of  any  instrumentality  of  any  one  or  more  of 
the  foregoing  which  is  wholly  owned  thereby,  and  those  imposed  on 
such  Government  or  political  subdivision  or  instrumentality  with 
respect  to  having  such  individuals  in  its  employ,  may  be  made  by  the 
Governor  of  American  Samoa  or  by  such  agents  as  he  may  designate. 
The  person  making  such  return  may,  for  convenience  of  administra- 
tion, make  payments  of  the  tax  imposed  under  section  3111  with 
respect  to  the  service  of  such  individuals  without  regard  to  the 
[$4,800]  $5,400  limitation  in  section  3121(a)(1). 

CHAPTER  65— ABATEMENTS,  CREDITS  AND  REFUNDS 

SEC.  6413.  SPECIAL  RULES  APPLICABLE  TO  CERTAIN  EMPLOYMENT 
TAXES. 

(a)  Adjustment  of  Tax]. — 

(1)  General  rule. — If  more  than  the  correct  amount  of  tax 
imposed  by  section  3101,  3111,  3201,  3221,  or  3402  is  paid  with 
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respect  to  any  payment  of  remuneration,  proper  adjustments, 
with  respect  to  both  the  tax  and  the  amount  to  be  deducted, 
shall  be  made,  without  interest,  in  such  manner  and  at  such  times 
as  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate  may  be  regulations  prescribe. 

(2)  United  states  as  employer. — For  purposes  of  this  subsec- 
tion, in  the  case  of  remuneration  received  from  the  United  States 

or  a  wholly-owned  instrumentality  thereof  during  any  calendar 
year,  each  head  of  a  Federal  agency  or  instrumentality  who  makes 
a  return  pursuant  to  section  3122  and  each  agent,  designated  by 
the  head  of  a  Federal  agency  or  instrumentality,  who  makes  a 
return  pursuant  to  such  section  shall  be  deemed  a  separate 
employer. 

(3)  Guam  or  American  samoa  as  employer. — For  purposes 
of  this  subsection,  in  the  case  of  remuneration  received  during  any 
calendar  year  from  the  Government  of  Guam,  the  Government  of 
American  Samoa,  a  political  subdivision  of  either,  or  any  instru- 
mentality of  any  one  or  more  of  the  foregoing  which  is  wholly 
owned  thereby,  the  Governor  of  Guam,  the  Governor  of  American 
Samoa,  and  each  agent  designated  by  either  who  makes  a  return 
pursuant  to  section  3125  shall  be  deemed  a  separate  employer. 

(b)  Overpayments  of  Certain  Employment  Taxes. — If  more 
than  the  correct  amount  of  tax  imposed  by  section  3101,  3111,  3201, 
3221,  or  3402  is  paid  or  deducted  with  respect  to  any  payment  of 
remuneration  and  the  overpayment  cannot  be  adjusted  under  sub- 
section (a)  of  this  section,  the  amount  of  the  overpayment  shall  be 
refunded  in  such  manner  and  at  such  times  (subject  to  the  statute  of 
limitations  properly  applicable  thereto)  as  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate 
may  by  regulations  prescribe. 

(c)  Special  Refunds. — 

(1)  In  general. — If  by  reason  of  any  employee  receiving  wages 
from  more  than  one  employer  during  a  calendar  year  after  the 
calendar  year  1950  and  prior  to  the  calendar  year  1955,  the  wages 
received  by  him  during  such  year  exceed  $3,600,  the  employee 
shall  be  entitled  (subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  31(b)) 
to  a  credit  or  refund  of  any  amount  of  tax,  with  respect  to  such 
wages,  imposed  by  section  1400  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1939  and  deducted  from  the  employee's  wages  (whether  or 
not  paid  to  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate),  which  exceeds  the  tax 
with  respect  to  the  first  $3,600  of  such  wages  received;  or  if  by 
reason  of  an  employee  receiving  wages  from  more  than  one  em- 
ployer (A)  during  any  calendar  year  after  the  calendar  year 
1954  and  prior  to  the  calendar  year  1959,  the  wages  received  by 
him  during  such  year  exceed  $4,200,  or  (B)  during  any  calendar 
year  after  the  calendar  year  1958  and  prior  to  calendar  year  1965, 
the  wages  received  by  him  during  such  year  exceed  $4,800,  or 
(CO  during  any  calendar  year  after  the  calendar  year  1964,  the 
wages  received  by  him  during  such  year  exceed  $5,400,  the  employee 
shall  be  entitled  (subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  31(b))  to  a 
credit  or  refund  of  any  amount  of  tax,  with  respect  to  such  wages, 
imposed  by  section  3101  and  deducted  from  the  employee's 
wages  (whether  or  not  paid  to  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate), 
which  exceeds  the  tax  with  respect  to  the  first  $4,200  of  such 
wages  received  in  such  calendar  year  after  1954  and  before  1959, 
or  which  exceeds  the  tax  with  respect  to  the  first  $4,800  of  such 
wages  received  in  such  calendar  year  after  1958  and  before  1965, 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF   19  64 

or  which  exceeds  the  tax  with  respect  to  the  first  $5,400  of  such  wages 
received  in  such  calendar  year  after  1964- 

(2)  Applicability  in  case  of  federal  and  state  employees, 
employees  of  certain  foreign  corporations,  and  govern- 
mental employees  in  guam  and  american  samoa.  

(A)  Federal  employees. — In  the  case  of  remuneration 
received  from  the  United  States  or  a  wholly  owned  instru- 
mentality thereof  during  any  calendar  year,  each  head  of  a 
Federal  agency  or  instrumentality  who  makes  a  return  pur- 
suant to  section  3122  and  each  agent,  designated  by  the  head 
of  a  Federal  agency  or  instrumentality,  who  makes  a  return 
pursuant  to  such  section  shall,  for  purposes  of  this  subsec- 
tion, be  deemed  a  separate  employer,  and  the  term  "wages" 
includes  for  purposes  of  this  subsection  the  amount,  not  to 
exceed  $3,600  for  the  calendar  year  1951,  1952,  1953,  or  1954, 
$4,200  for  the  claendar  year  1955,  1956,  1957,  or  1958,  [or 
$4,800  for  any  calendar  year  after  1958]  $4,800  for  the 
calendar  year  1959,  1960,  1961,  1962,  1963,  or  1964,  or 
$5,400  for  any  calendar  year  after  1964,  determined  by  each 
such  head  or  agent  as  constituting  wages  paid  to  an  employee. 

(B)  State  employees. — For  purposes  of  this  subsection, 
in  the  case  of  remuneration  received  during  any  calendar  year, 
the  term  "wages"  includes  such  remuneration  for  services 
covered  by  an  agreement  made  pursuant  to  section  218  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  as  would  be  wages  if  such  services  con- 
stituted employment;  the  term  "employer"  includes  a  State 
or  any  political  subdivision  thereof,  or  any  instrumentality 
of  any  one  or  more  of  the  foregoing;  the  term  "tax"  or  "tax 
imposed  by  section  3101"  includes,  in  the  case  of  services  cov- 
ered by  an  agreement  made  pursuant  to  section  218  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  an  amount  equivalent  to  the  tax  which 
would  be  imposed  by  section  3101,  if  such  services  constituted 
employment  as  defined  in  section  3121 ;  and  the  provisions  of 
this  subsection  shall  apply  whether  or  not  any  amount  de- 
ducted from  the  employee's  remuneration  as  a  result  of  an 
agreement  made  pursuant  to  section  218  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  has  been  paid  to  the  Secretary. 

(C)  Employees  of  certain  foreign  corporations.— For 
purposes  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  the  term 
"wages"  includes  such  remuneration  for  services  covered  by 
an  agreement  made  pursuant  to  section  3121(1)  as  would  be 
wages  if  such  services  constituted  employment;  the  term 
"employer"  includes  any  domestic  corporation  which  has 
entered  into  an  agreement  pursuant  to  section  3121(1);  the 
term  "tax"  or  "tax  imposed  by  section  3101,"  includes,  in  the 
case  of  services  covered  by  an  agreement  entered  into  pursu- 
ant to  section  3121(1),  an  amount  equivalent  to  the  tax  which 
would  be  imposed  by  section  3101,  if  such  services  constituted 
employment  as  defined  in  section  3121 ;  and  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  shall  apply  whether  or  not 
any  amount  deducted  from  the  employee's  remuneration  as 
a  result  of  the  agreement  entered  into  pursuant  to  section 
3121(1)  has  been  paid  to  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate. 

(D)  Governmental  employees  in  guam. — In  the  case  of 
remuneration  received  from  the  Government  of  Guam  or  any 
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political  subdivision  thereof  or  from  any  instrumentality  of 
any  one  or  more  of  the  foregoing  which  is  wholly  owned 
thereby,  during  any  calendar  year,  the  Governor  of  Guam 
and  each  agent  designated  by  him  who  makes  a  return  pur- 
suant to  section  3125(a)  shall,  for  purposes  of  this  subsection, 
be  deemed  a  separate  employer. 

(E)  Governmental  employees  in  American  samoa. — In 
the  case  of  remuneration  received  from  the  Government  of 
American  Samoa  or  any  political  subdivision  thereof  or  from 
any  instrumentality  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  foregoing 
which  is  wholly  owned  thereby,  during  any  calendar  year,  the 
Governor  of  American  Samoa  and  each  agent  designated  by 
him  who  makes  a  return  pursuant  to  section  3125(b)  shall, 
for  purposes  of  this  subsection,  be  deemed  a  separate  em- 
ployer. 

(d)  Refund  or  Credit  of  Federal  Unemployment  Tax. — Any 
credit  allowable  under  section  3302,  to  the  extent  not  previously 
allowed,  shall  be  considered  an  overpayment,  but  no  interest  shall  be 
allowed,  or  paid  with  respect  to  such  overpayment. 


TITLE  38,  UNITED  STATES  CODE 
Veterans'  Benefits 

#  $  $  #  $  $  # 

CHAPTER  15— PENSION  FOR  NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED 
DISABILITY  OR  DEATH  OR  FOR  SERVICE 

#  £  $  $  $  #  # 

SUBCHAPTER  I.— GENERAL 

******* 

SEC.  503.  DETERMINATIONS  WITH  RESPECT  TO  ANNUAL  INCOME. 

(a)  In  determining  annual  income  under  this  chapter,  all  payments 
of  any  kind  or  from  any  source  (including  salary,  retirement  or  annuity 
payments,  or  similar  income,  which  has  been  waived,  irrespective  of 
whether  the  waiver  was  made  pursuant  to  statute,  contract,  or 
otherwise)  shall  be  included  except — 

(1)  payments  of  the  six-months'  death  gratuity; 

(2)  donations  from  public  or  private  relief  or  welfare  organi- 
zations ; 

(3)  payments  under  this  chapter,  and  chapters  11  and  13 
(except  section  412(a))  of  this  title; 

(4)  payments  under  policies  of  United  States  Government  life 
insurance  or  National  Service  Life  Insurance,  and  payments  of 
servicemen's  indemnity; 

(5)  lump  sum  death  payments  under  subchapter  II  of  chapter 
7  of  title  42; 

(6)  payments  to  an  individual  under  public  or  private  retire- 
ment, annuity,  endowment,  or  similar  plans  or  programs  equal 
to  his  contributions  thereto; 
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(7)  amounts  equal  to  amounts  paid  by  a  widow  or  child  of  a 
deceased  veteran  for — 

(A)  his  just  debts, 

(B)  the  expenses  of  his  last  illness,  and 

(C)  the  expenses  of  his  burial  to  the  extent  such  expenses 
are  not  reimbursed  under  chapter  23  of  this  title ; 

(8)  proceeds  of  fire  insurance  policies. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a),  in  the  case  of 
any  individual — 

(1)  who  for  the  first  month  after  the  month  in  which  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1964  is  enacted,  is  entitled  to  a  monthly 
insurance  benefit  under  section  202  or  228  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

(2)  who,  for  such  month,  is  entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit  payable 
under  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  and 

(8)  whose  insurance  benefit  referred  to  in  clause  (1)  for  any 
subsequent  month  is  increased  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964, 
there  shall  not  be  counted,  in  determining  the  annual  income  of  such 
individual  under  this  chapter,  so  much  of  the  insurance  benefit  referred 
to  in  clause  (1)  for  any  subsequent  month  as  is  equal  to  the  amount  by 
which  such  insurance  benefit  is  increased  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964- 

RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  ACT  OF  1937,  AS  AMENDED 

Parti 

******* 

DEFINITIONS 

Section  1.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Act — 

******* 

(q)  The  terms  "Social  Security  Act"  and  "Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended"  shall  mean  the  Social  Security  Act  as  amended  in  [1958] 
1964. 

ANNUITIES  AND  LUMP  SUMS  FOR  SURVIVORS 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Widow's  and  Widower's  Insurance  Annuity. — A 
widow  or  widower  of  a  completely  insured  employee,  who  will  have 
attained  the  age  of  sixty,  shall  be  entitled  during  the  remainder  of 
her  or  his  life  or,  if  she  or  he  remarries,  then  until  remarriage  to  an 
annuity  for  each  month  equal  to  such  employee's  basic  amount:  Pro- 
vided, however,  That  if  in  the  month  preceding  the  employee's  death 
the  spouse  of  such  employee  was  entitled  to  a  spouse's  annuity  under 
subsection  (e)  of  section  2  in  an  amount  greater  than  the  widow's 
or  widower's  insurance  annuity,  the  widow's  or  widower's  insurance 
annuity  shall  be  increased  to  such  greater  amount. 

(b)  Widow's  Current  Insurance  Annuity.- — A  widow  of  a  com- 
pletely ox  partially  insured  employee,  who  is  not  entitled  to  an  annuity 
under  subsection  (a)  and  who  at  the  time  of  filing  an  application  for 
an  annuity  under  this  subsection  will  have  in  her  care  a  child  of  such 
employee  entitled  to  receive  an  annuity  under  subsection  (c)  shall  be 
entitled  to  an  annuity  for  each  month  equal  to  the  employee's  basic 
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amount.  Such  annuity  shall  cease  upon  her  death,  upon  her  remar- 
riage, when  she  becomes  entitled  to  an  annuity  under  subsection  (a), 
or  when  no  child  of  the  deceased  employee  is  entitled  to  receive  an 
annuity  under  subsection  (c),  whichever  occurs  first:  Provided,  how- 
ever, That  if  in  the  month  preceding  the  employee's  death  the  spouse 
of  such  employee  was  entitled  to  a  spouse's  annuity  under  subsection 
(e)  of  section  2  in  an  amount  greater  than  the  widow's  current  insur- 
ance annuity,  the  widow's  current  insurance  annuity  shall  be  increased 
to  such  greater  amount. 

(c)  Child's  Insurance  Annuity. — Every  child  of  an  employee 
who  will  have  died  completely  or  partially  insured  shall  be  entitled,  for 
so  long  as  such  child  lives  and  meets  the  qualifications  set  forth  in 
paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (1),  to  an  annuity  for  each  month  equal 
to  two-thirds  of  the  employee's  basic  amount. 

(d)  Parent's  Insurance  Annuity. — Each  parent,  sixty  years  of 
age  or  over,  of  a  completely  insured  employee,  who  will  have  died 
leaving  no  widow,  no  widower,  and  no  child,  shall  be  entitled,  for  life, 
or,  if  such  parent  remarries  after  the  employee's  death,  then  until 
such  remarriage,  to  an  annuity  for  each  month  equal  to  two-thirds 
of  the  employee's  basic  amount. 

(e)  When  there  is  more  than  one  employee  with  respect  to  whose 
death  a  parent  or  child  is  entitled  to  an  annuity  for  a  month,  such 
annuity  shall  be  two-thirds  of  whichever  employee's  basic  amount 
is  greatest. 

(f)  Lump-sum  Payment. — (1)  Upon  the  death,  after  the  month 
in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  of  a  completely  or  partially  insured 
employee  who  will  have  died  leaving  no  widow,  widower,  child,  or 
parent  who  would  on  proper  application  therefor  be  entitled  to  receive 
an  annuity  under  this  section  for  the  month  in  which  such  death 
occurred,  a  lump  sum  of  ten  times  the  employee's  basic  amount  shall 
be  paid  to  the  person,  if  any,  who  is  determined  by  the  Board  to  be 
the  widow  or  widower  of  the  deceased  employee  and  to  have  been 
living  with  such  employee  at  the  time  of  such  employee's  death  and 
who  will  not  have  died  before  receiving  payment  of  such  lump  sum. 
If  there  be  no  such  widow  or  widower,  such  lump  sum  shall  be  paid 
to  any  person  or  persons,  equitably  entitled  thereto,  to  the  extent 
and  in  the  proportions  that  he  or  they  shall  have  paid  the  expenses 
of  burial  of  such  deceased  employee.  If  a  lump  sum  would  be  payable 
to  a  widow  or  widower  under  this  paragraph  except  for  the  fact  that 
a  survivor  will  have  been  entitled  to  receive  an  annuity  for  the  month 
in  which  the  employee  will  have  died,  but  within  one  year  after  the 
employee's  death  there  will  not  have  accrued  to  survivors  of  the 
employee,  by  reason  of  his  death  annuities  which,  after  all  deductions 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (i)  will  have  been  made,  are 
equal  to  such  lump  sum,  a  payment  equal  to  the  amount  by  which 
such  lump  sum  exceeds  such  annuities  so  accrued  after  such  deduc- 
tions shall  then  nevertheless  be  made  under  this  paragraph  to  the 
person  (or,  if  more  than  one,  in  equal  shares  to  the  persons)  first 
named  in  the  following  order  of  preference:  the  widow,  widower,  child, 
or  parent  of  the  employee  then  entitled  to  a  survivor  annuity  under 
this  section.  No  payment  shall  be  made  to  any  person  under  this 
paragraph,  unless  application  therefor  shall  have  been  filed,  by  or  on 
behalf  of  any  such  person  (whether  or  not  legally  competent),  prior 
to  the  expiration  of  two  years  after  the  date  of  death  of  the  deceased 
employee,  except  that  if  the  deceased  employee  is  a  person  to  whom 
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section  2  of  the  Act  of  March  7,  1942  (56  Stat.  143,  144),  is  applicable 
such  two  years  shall  run  from  the  date  on  which  the  deceased  em- 
ployee, pursuant  to  said  Act,  is  determined  to  be  dead,  and  for  all 
other  purposes  of  this  section  such  employee,  so  long  as  it  does  not 
appear  that  he  is  in  fact  alive,  shall  be  deemed  to  have  died  on  the 
date  determined  pursuant  to  said  Act  to  be  the  date  or  presumptive 
date  of  death. 

(2)  Whenever  it  shall  appear,  with  respect  to  the  death  of  an 
employee  on  or  after  January  1,  1947,  that  no  benefits  or  no  further 
benefits,  other  than  benefits  payable  to  a  widow,  widower,  or  parent 
upon  attaining  age  sixty  at  a  future  date,  will  be  payable  under  this 
section  or,  pursuant  to  subsection  (k)  of  this  section,  upon  attaining 
retirement  age  (as  defined  in  section  216(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act)  at  a  future  date,  will  be  payable  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act,  as  amended,  there  shall  be  paid  to  such  person  or  persons  as 
the  deceased  employee  may  have  designated  by  a  writing  filed  with 
the  Board  prior  to  his  or  her  death,  or  if  there  be  no  designation,  to 
the  following  person  (or,  if  more  than  one,  in  equal  shares  to  the 
persons.)  whose  relationship  to  the  deceased  employee  will  have  been 
determined  by  the  Board  and  who  will  not  have  died  before  receiving 
payment  of  the  lump  sum  provided  for  in  this  paragraph: 

(i)  the  widow  or  widower  of  the  deceased  employee  who  was 
living  with  such  employee  at  the  time  of  such  employee's  death; 
or 

(ii)  if  there  be  no  such  widow  or  widower,  to  any  child  or 
children  of  such  employee;  or 

(hi)  if  there  be  no  such  widow,  widower,  or  child,  to  any 
grandchild  or  grandchildren  of  such  employee;  or 

(iv)  if  there  be  no  such  widow,  widower,  child,  or  grandchild, 
to  any  parent  or  parents  of  such  employee;  or 

(v)  if  there  be  no  such  widow,  widower,  child,  grandchild,  or 
parent,  to  any  brother  or  sister  of  such  employee;  or 

(vi)  if  there  be  no  such  widow,  widower,  child,  grandchild, 
parent,  brother,  or  sister,  to  the  estate  of  such  employee,  a  lump 

sum  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  4  per  centum  of  his  or  her  com- 
pensation paid  after  December  31,  1936,  and  prior  to  January  1,  1947, 
plus  7  per  centum  of  his  or  her  compensation  paid  after  December  31, 
1946,  and  before  January  1,  1959,  plus  7}i  per  centum  of  his  or  her 
compensation  paid  after  December  31,  1958,  and  before  January  1, 
1962,  plus  8  per  centum  of  his  or  her  compensation  paid  after  December 
31,  1961  (exclusive  of  compensation  in  excess  of  $300  for  any  month 
before  July  1,  1954,  and  in  excess  of  $350  for  any  month  after  June  30, 
1954,  and  before  the  calendar  month  next  following  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  was  amended  in  1959,  and  in  excess  of  $400  for  any  month 
after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  was  so  amended  and  before  the 
calendar  month  next  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  was 
amended  in  1963,  and  in  excess  of  $450  for  any  month  after  the  month 
in  which  this  Act  was  so  amended) ,  minus  the  sum  of  all  benefits  paid 
to  him  or  her,  and  to  others  deriving  from  him  or  her,  during  his  or 
her  life,  or  to  others  by  reason  of  his  or  her  death,  under  this  Act, 
and  pursuant  to  subsection  (k)  of  this  section,  under  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended:  Provided,  however,  That  if  the 
employee  is  survived  by  a  widow,  widower,  or  parent  who  may  upon 
attaining  age  sixty  be  entitled  to  further  benefits  under  this  sec- 
tion, or  pursuant  to  subsection  (k)  of  this  section,  upon  attaining  re- 
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tirement  age  (as  defined  in  section  216(a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act) 
be  entitled  to  further  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
as  amended,  such  lump  sum  shall  not  be  paid  unless  such  widow, 
widower,  or  parent  makes  and  files  with  the  Board  an  irrevocable  elec- 
tion, in  such  form  as  the  Board  may  prescribe,  to  have  such  lump  sum 
paid  in  lieu  of  all  benefits  to  which  such  widow,  widower,  or  parent 
might  otherwise  become  entitled  under  this  section  or,  pursuant  to 
subsection  (k)  of  this  section,  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
as  amended.  Such  election  shall  be  legally  effective  according  to  its 
terms.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  operate  to  deprive  a  widow, 
widower,  or  parent  making  such  election  of  any  insurance  benefits  un- 
der title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  to  which  such 
widow,  widower,  or  parent  would  have  been  entitled  had  this  section 
not  been  enacted.  The  term  "benefits"  as  used  in  this  paragraph  in- 
cludes all  annuities  payable  under  this  Act,  lump  sums  payable  under 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  and  insurance  benefits  and  lump-sum 
payments  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  pur- 
suant to  subsection  (k)  of  this  section,  except  that  the  deductions  of  the 
benefits  which,  pursuant  to  subsection  (k)(l)  of  this  section,  are  paid 
under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  during  the  life  of  the  em- 
ployee to  him  or  to  her  and  to  others  deriving  from  him  or  her,  shall 
be  limited  to  such  portions  of  such  benefits  as  are  payable  solely  by 
reason  of  the  inclusion  of  service  as  an  employee  in  "employment" 
pursuant  to  said  subsection  (k)(l). 

(g)  Correlation  of  Payments. — (1)  An  individual,  entitled  on 
applying  therefor  to  receive  for  a  month  before  January  1,  1947,  an 
insurance  benefit  under  the  Social  Security  Act  on  the  basis  of  an 
employee's  wages,  which  benefit  is  greater  in  amount  than  would  be 
an  annuity  for  such  individual  under  this  section  with  respect  to  the 
death  of  such  employee,  shall  not  be  entitled  to  such  annuity.  An 
individual,  entitled  on  applying  therefor  to  any  annuity  or  lump 
sum  under  this  section  with  respect  to  the  death  of  an  employee, 
shall  not  be  entitled  to  a  lump-sum  death  payment  or,  for  a  month 
beginning  on  or  after  January  1,  1947,  to  any  insurance  benefits 
under  the  Social  Security  Act  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  of  the  same 
employee. 

(2)  If  an  individual  is  entitled  to  more  than  one  annuity  for  a 
month  under  this  section,  such  individual  shall  be  entitled  only  to 
that  one  of  such  annuities  for  a  month  which  is  equal  to  or  exceeds 
any  other  such  annuity. 

(3)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  receiving  or  entitled  to  receive 
an  annuity  under  this  section  on  the  day  prior  to  the  date  of  enact- 
ment of  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  application  of  paragraph 
(2)  of  this  subsection  to  such  individual  shall  not  operate  to  reduce 
the  sum  of  (A)  the  annuity  under  this  section  of  such  individual, 
(B)  the  retirement  annuity,  if  any,  of  such  individual,  and  (C)  the 
benefits  under  the  Social  Security  Act  which  such  individual  receives 
or  is  entitled  to  receive,  to  an  amount  less  than  such  sum  was  before 
the  enactment  of  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph. 

(h)  Maximum  and  Minimum  Annuity  Totals. — Whenever  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  this  section  as  to  annuities,  payable  for  a 
month  with  respect  to  the  death  of  an  employee,  the  total  of  annuities 
is  more  than  $36.30  and  exceeds  either  (a)  $193.60,  or  (b)  an  amount 
equal  to  two  and  two-thirds  times  such  employee's  basic  amount, 
whichever  of  such  amounts  is  the  lesser,  such  total  of  annuities  shall, 
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after  any  deductions  under  subsection  (i),  be  reduced  to  such  lesser 
amount  or  to  $36.30,  whichever  is  greater.  Whenever  such  total  of 
annuities  is  less  than  $16.95,  such  total  shall,  prior  to  any  deductions 
under  subsection  (i),  be  increased  to  $16.95. 

(1)  Deductions  from  Annuities. — (1)  Deductions  shall  be  made 
from  any  payments  under  this  section  to  which  an  individual  is  en- 
titled, until  the  total  of  such  deductions  equals  such  individual's  an- 
nuity or  annuities  under  this  section  for  any  month  in  which  such 
individual — 

(i)  will  have  rendered  compensated  service  within  or  without 
the  United  States  to  an  employer; 

(ii)  will  have  been  under  the  age  of  seventy-two  and  for 
which  month  he  is  charged  with  any  excess  earnings  under  section 
203(f)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  or,  having  engaged  in  any 
activity  outside  the  United  States,  would  be  charged  under  such 
section  203  (f )  with  any  excess  earnings  derived  from  such  activity 
if  it  had  been  an  activity  within  the  United  States;  and  for 
purposes  of  this  subdivision  the  Board  shall  have  the  authority 
to  make  such  determinations  and  such  suspensions  of  payment  of 
benefits  in  the  manner  and  to  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  would  be  authorized  to  do  so 
under  section  203(h)(3)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  if  the  indi- 
viduals to  whom  this  subdivision  applies  were  entitled  to  benefits 
under  section  202  of  such  Act;  or 

(hi)  if  a  widow  otherwise  entitled  to  an  annuity  under  sub- 
section (b)  will  not  have  had  in  her  care  a  child  of  the  deceased 
employee  entitled  to  receive  an  annuity  under  subsection  (c) ; 

(2)  The  total  of  deductions  for  all  events  described  in  paragraph 
(1)  occurring  in  the  same  month  shall  be  limited  to  the  amount  of 
such  individual's  annuity  or  annuities  for  that  month.  Such  indi- 
vidual (or  anyone  in  receipt  of  an  annuity  in  his  behalf)  shall  report 
to  the  Board  the  occurrence  of  any  event  described  in  paragraph  (1). 

(3)  Deductions  shall  also  be  made  from  any  payments  under  this 
section  with  respect  to  the  death  of  an  employee  until  such  deductions 
total — 

(i)  any  death  benefit,  paid  with  respect  to  the  death  of  such 
employee,  under  sections  5  of  the  Retirement  Acts  (other  than  a 
survivor  annuity  pursuant  to  an  election) ;  and 

(ii)  any  lump  sum  paid,  with  respect  to  the  death  of  such 
employee,  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

(4)  The  deductions  provided  in  this  subsection  shall  be  made  in 
such  amounts  and  at  such  time  or  times  as  the  Board  shall  determine. 
Decreases  or  increases  in  the  total  of  annuities  payable  for  a  month 
with  respect  to  the  death  of  an  employee  shall  be  equally  apportioned 
among  all  annuities  in  such  total.  An  annuity  under  this  section 
which  is  not  in  excess  of  $5  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Board,  be 
paid  in  a  lump  sum  equal  to  its  commuted  value  as  the  Board  shall 
determine. 

(j)  When  Annuities  Begin  and  End. — No  individual  shall  be  en- 
titled to  receive  an  annuity  under  this  section  for  any  month  before 
January  1,  1947.  An  application  for  any  payment  under  this  section 
shall  be  made  and  filed  in  such  manner  and  form  as  the  Board  pre- 
scribes. An  annuity  under  this  section  for  an  individual  otherwise 
entitled  thereto  shall  begin  with  the  month  in  which  eligibility  there- 
for was  otherwise  acquired,  but  not  earlier  than  the  first  day  of  the 
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twelfth  month  before  the  month  in  which  the  application  was  filed. 
No  application  for  an  annuity  under  this  section  filed  prior  to  three 
months  before  the  first  month  for  which  the  applicant  becomes  other- 
wise entitled  to  receive  such  annuity  shall  be  accepted.  No  annuity 
shall  be  payable  for  the  month  in  which  the  recipient  thereof  ceases 
to  be  qualified  therefor  except  that  this  sentence  shall  not  operate  to 
prevent  the  payment  of  an  annuity  to  an  individual  for  a  month  solely 
because  during  such  month  he  ceases  to  be  a  "full-time  student." 

(k)  Provisions  for  Crediting  Railroad  Industry  Service 
Under  the  Social  Security  Act  in  Certain  Cases. — (1)  For  the 
purpose  of  determining  (i)  insurance  benefits  under  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  an  employee  who  will  have  completed  less  than 
ten  years  of  service  and  to  others  deriving  from  him  or  her  during  his 
or  her  life  and  with  respect  to  his  or  her  death,  and  lump-sum  death 
payments  with  respect  to  the  death  of  such  employee,  and  (ii)  insur- 
ance benefits  with  respect  to  the  death  of  an  employee  who  will  have 
completed  ten  years  of  service  which  would  begin  to  accrue  on  or  after 
January  1,  1947,  and  with  respect  to  lump-sum  death  payments  under 
such  title  payable  in  relation  to  a  death  of  such  an  employee  occurring 
on  or  after  such  date,  and  for  the  purposes  of  sections  203  and  216(i)(3) 
of  that  Act,  section  15  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1935,  section 
210(a) (10) [(9)]  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  and  section  17  of  this  Act 
shall  not  operate  to  exclude  from  "employment",  under  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  service  which  would  otherwise  be  included  in  such 
"employment"  but  for  such  sections.  For  such  purpose,  compensa- 
tion paid  in  a  calendar  year  shall,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  be  presumed  to  have  been  paid  in  equal  proportions  with 
respect  to  all  months  in  the  year  in  which  the  employee  will  have  been 
in  services  as  an  employee.  In  the  application  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  pursuant  to  this  paragraph  to  service  as  an  employee,  all  services 
as  defined  in  section  1  (c)  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  per- 
formed within  the  United  States. 

(2)  (A)  The  Board  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  shall  determine,  no  later  than  January  1,  1954,  the  amount 
which  would  place  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  in  the  same  position  in  which  it  would  have  been  at  the 
close  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1952,  if  service  as  an  employee 
after  December  31,  1936,  had  been  included  in  the  term  "employment" 
as  defined  in  the  Social  Security  Act  and  in  the  Federal  Insurance 
Contributions  Act. 

(B)  On  January  1,  1954,  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953, 
and  at  the  close  of  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing June  30,  1954,  the  Board  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  shall  determine,  and  the  Board  shall  certify  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  for  transfer  from  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Account  (hereafter  termed  "Retirement  Account")  to  the  Federal  01  d- 
Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  interest  for  such  fiscal  year 
at  the  rate  specified  in  subparagraph  (D)  on  the  amount  determined 
under  subparagraph  (A)  less  the  sum  of  all  offsets  made  under  sub- 
paragraph (C)(i). 

(C)  (i)  At  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1953,  and 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  the  Board  and  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  shall  determine  the  amount,  if  any,  which  if 
added  to  or  subtracted  from  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  would  place  such  Fund  in  the  same  position  in 
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which  it  would  have  been  if  service  as  an  employee  after  December  31, 
1936,  had  been  included  in  the  term  "employment"  as  defined  in 
the  Social  Security  Act  and  in  the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions 
Act.  For  the  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  the  amount  determined 
under  subparagraph  (A),  less  such  offsets  as  have  theretofore  been 
made  under  this  subdivision  of  this  subparagraph,  and  the  amount 
determined  under  subparagraph  (B)  for  the  fiscal  year  under  con- 
sideration shall  be  deemed  to  be  part  of  the  Federal  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund.  Such  determination  shall  be  made 
no  later  than  June  15,  following  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year.  If  such 
amount  is  to  be  added  to  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,  the  Board  shall,  within  ten  days  after  the  determina- 
tion, certify  such  amount  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  transfer 
from  the  Retirement  Account  to  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance  Trust  Fund;  if  such  amount  is  to  be  subtracted  from  the 
Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  shall,  within  ten  days  after  the 
determination,  certify  such  amount  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
for  transfer  from  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  to  the  Retirement  Account.  The  amount  so  certified  shall  fur- 
ther include  interest  (at  the  rate  determined  in  subparagraph  (D) 
for  the  fiscal  year  under  consideration)  payable  from  the  close  of  such 
fiscal  year  until  the  date  of  certification.  In  the  event  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  is  required  under  the  provisions 
of  this  subdivision  of  this  subparagraph  to  certify  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  an  amount  to  be  transferred  to  the  Retirement  Account 
from  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  in  lieu  of  such 
certification,  may  offset  the  amount  determined  under  the  first  sentence 
of  this  subdivision  of  this  subparagraph  against  the  amount  deter- 
mined under  subparagraph  (A)  as  diminished  by  any  prior  offsets 
and  the  offset  shall  be  made  to  be  effective  as  of  the  first  day  of  the 
fiscal  year  following  the  fiscal  year  under  consideration. 

(ii)  At  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1958,  and  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter,  the  Board  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  shall  determine  the  amount,  if  any,  which,  if  added 
to  or  subtracted  from  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
would  place  such  Fund  in  the  same  position  in  which  it  would  have 
been  if  service  as  an  employee  after  December  31,  1936,  had  been 
included  in  the  term  "employment"  as  defined  in  the  Social  Security 
Act  and  in  the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions  Act.  Such  determi- 
nation shall  be  made  no  later  than  June  15,  following  the  close  of  the 
fiscal  year.  If  such  amount  is  to  be  added  to  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  the  Board  shall,  within  ten  days  after  the 
determination,  certify  such  amount  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
for  transfer  from  the  Retirement  Account  to  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund;  if  such  amount  is  to  be  subtracted  from  the 
Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  shall,  within  ten  days  after  the  determina- 
tion, certify  such  amount  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  trans- 
fer from  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund  to  the  Retire- 
ment Account.  The  amount  so  certified  shall  further  include  interest 
(at  the  rate  determined  in  subparagraph  (D)  for  the  fiscal  year 
under  consideration)  payable  from  the  close  of  such  fiscal  year  until 
the  date  of  certification. 
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(D)  For  the  purposes  of  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  for  any  fiscal 
year,  the  rate  of  interest  to  be  used  shall  be  equal  to  the  average 
rate  of  interest,  computed  as  of  May  31  preceding  the  close  of  such 
fiscal  year,  borne  by  all  interest-bearing  obligations  of  the  United 
States  then  forming  a  part  of  the  public  debt;  except  that  where  such 
average  rate  is  not  a  multiple  of  one-eighth  of  1  per  centum,  the  rate 
of  interest  shall  be  the  multiple  of  one-eighth  of  1  per  centum  next 
lower  than  such  average  rate. 

(E)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed 
to  transfer  to  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  or  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund  from  the 
Retirement  Account  or  to  the  Retirement  Account  from  the  Federal 
Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  or  the  Federal  Dis- 
ability Insurance  Trust  Fund,  as  the  case  may  be,  such  amounts  as, 
from  time  to  time,  may  be  determined  by  the  Board  and  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  subparagraphs  (B)  and  (C)  of  this  subsection,  and  certified  by 
the  Board  or  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for 
transfer  from  the  Retirement  Account  or  from  the  Federal  Old-Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  or  the  Federal  Disability  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund. 

(3)  The  Board  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare shall,  upon  request,  supply  each  other  with  certified  reports  of 
records  of  compensation  or  wages  and  periods  of  service  of  determina- 
tions under  section  3(e)  of  this  Act,  or  section  216  (i)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  of  periods  of  disability  within  the  meaning  of  such  sec- 
tion 216(i),  and  of  other  records  in  their  possession  or  which  they  may 
secure,  pertinent  to  the  administration  of  this  section,  section  3(e)  of 
this  Act,  or  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  as  affected  by  paragraph 
(1).  Such  certified  reports  shall  be  conclusive  in  adjudication  as  to  the 
matters  covered  therein  (except  in  the  case  of  a  determination  of  dis- 
ability under  section  216(i)  of  the  Social  Security  Act):  Provided, 
That  if  the  Board  or  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
receives  evidence  inconsistent  with  a  certified  report  and  the  applica- 
tion involved  is  still  in  course  of  adjudication  or  otherwise  open  for 
such  evidence,  such  recertifi cation  of  such  report  shall  be  made  as,  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Board  or  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  whichever  made  the  original  certification,  the  evidence  war- 
rants. Such  recertification  and  any  subsequent  recertification  shall  be 
treated  in  the  same  manner  and  be  subject  to  the  same  conditions  as  an 
original  certification. 

(1)  Definitions. — For  the  purposes  of  the  section  the  term  "em- 
ployee" includes  an  individual  who  will  have  been  an  "employee", 
and — 

(1)  The  qualifications  for  "widow",  "widower",  "child",  and  "par- 
ent" shall  be,  except  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (f),  those  set  forth 
in  section  216  (c),  (e),  and  (g),  and  section  202(h)(3)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  respectively;  and  in  addition — ■ 

(i)  a  "widow"  or  "widower"  shall  have  been  living  with  the 
employee  at  the  time  of  the  employee's  death;  a  widower  shall 
have  received  at  least  one-half  of  his  support  from  his  wife  em- 
ployee at  the  time  of  her  death  or  he  shall  have  received  at  least 
one-half  of  his  support  from  his  wife  employee  at  the  time  her 
retirement  annuity  or  pension  began; 
ae-938 — 64  9 
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(ii)  a  "child"  shall  have  been  dependent  upon  its  parent  em- 
ployee at  the  time  of  his  death;  shall  not  be  adopted  after  such 
death  by  other  than  a  step  parent,  grand  parent,  aunt,  or  uncle ; 
shall  be  unmarried;  and  shall  be  less  than  eighteen  years  of  age, 
or  shall  be  a  full-time  student  and  less  than  twenty-two  years  of  age, 
or  shall  have  a  permanent  physical  or  mental  condition  which  is 
such  that  he  is  unable  to  engage  in  any  regular  employment: 
Provided,  That  such  disability  began  before  the  child  attains 
age  eighteen ;  and 

(iii)  "a  parent"  shall  have  received,  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
the  employee  to  whom  the  relationship  of  parent  is  claimed,  at 
least  one-half  of  his  support  from  such  employee. 

A  "widow"  or  "widower"  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  living  with  the 
employee  if  the  conditions  set  forth  in  section  216  (h)  (2)  or  (3), 
whichever  is  applicable,  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  in  effect  prior 
to  1957,  are  fulfilled.  A  "child"  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  de- 
pendent upon  a  parent  if  the  conditions  set  forth  in  section  202(d) 
(3),  (4),  or  (5)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  are  fulfilled  (a  partially 
insured  mother  being  deemed  currently  insured).  In  determining  for 
purposes  of  this  section  and  subsection  (f)  of  section  2  whether  an 
applicant  is  the  wife,  husband,  widow,  widower,  child,  or  parent  of 
an  employee  as  claimed,  the  rules  set  forth  in  section  216(h)(1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  in  effect  prior  to  1957,  shall  be  applied.  Such 
satisfactory  proof  shall  be  made  from  time  to  time,  as  prescribed  by 
the  Board,  of  the  disability  provided  in  clause  (ii)  of  this  paragraph 
and  of  the  continuance,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Board,  of  such  disability.  If  the  individual  fails  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Board  as  to  the  proof  of  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  disability  his  right  to  an  annuity  shall,  except  for 
good  cause  shown  to  the  Board,  cease.  Where  a  woman  has  qualified 
for  an  annuity  under  this  section  as  a  widow,  and  marries  another 
employee  who  dies  within  one  year  after  the  marriage,  she  shall  not 
be  disqualified  for  an  annuity  under  this  section  as  the  widow  of  the 
second  employee  by  reason  of  not  having  been  married  to  the  employee 
for  one  year.  The  term  "full-time  student"  shall  for  the  purposes  of 
this  section  have  the  same  meaning  ascribed  to  it  by  section  202(d)  (8)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act,  and  the  references  to  the  Secretary  therein  shall 
bs  deemed  to  be  references  to  the  Board.  For  the  purposes  of  subsection 
(e)  of  section  2,  and  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  a  child  who  has  attained 
the  age  of  18  years  and  who  is  not  under  a  disability  which  began  before 
the  child  attained  age  18,  shall  be  deemed  not  entitled  to  benefits  under 
subsection  (c)  of  this  section ; 

(2)  The  term  "retirement  annuity"  shall  mean  an  annuity  under 
section  2  awarded  before  or  after  its  amendment  but  not  including 
an  annuity  to  a  survivor  pursuant  to  an  election  of  a  joint  and  sur- 
vivor annuity;  and  the  term  "pension"  shall  mean  a  pension  under 
section  6; 

(3)  The  term  "quarter  of  coverage"  shall  mean  a  compensation 
quarter  of  coverage  or  a  wage  quarter  of  coverage,  and  the  term 
"quarters  of  coverage"  shall  mean  compensation  quarters  of  coverage, 
or  wage  quarters  of  coverage,  or  both :  Provided,  That  there  shall  be 
for  a  single  employee  no  more  than  four  quarters  of  coverage  for  a 
single  calendar  year; 
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(4)  The  term  "compensation  quarter  of  coverage"  shall  mean  any 
quarter  of  coverage  computed  with  respect  to  compensation  paid  to 
an  employee  after  1936  in  accordance  with  the  following  table: 


Total  compensation  paid  in  the  calendar  year 


Months  of  service  in  a  calendar  year 

Less  than 

$60  but 

$100  but 

$150  but 

$200  or 

$50 

less  than 

less  than 

less  than 

more 

$100 

$150 

$200 

1-3    

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4-6     

0 

1 

2 

2 

2 

7-9.-    

0 

1 

2 

3 

3 

1012  

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

If  upon  computation  of  the  compensation  quarters  of  coverage  in 
accordance  with  the  above  table  an  employee  is  found  to  lack  a  com- 
pletely or  partially  insured  status  which  he  would  have  if  compensa- 
tion paid  in  a  calendar  year  were  presumed  to  have  been  paid  in  equal 
proportions  with  respect  to  all  months  in  the  year  in  which  the  em- 
ployee will  have  been  in  service  as  an  employee,  such  presumption 
shall  be  made. 

(5)  The  term  "wage  quarter  of  coverage"  shall  mean  any  quarter 
of  coverage  determined  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act ; 

(6)  The  term  "wages"  shall  mean  wages  as  defined  in  section  209 
of  the  Social  Security  Act.  In  addition,  the  term  shall  include  (i) 
"self-employment  income"  as  defined  in  section  211(b)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  and  (ii)  wages  deemed  to  have  been  paid  under  section 
217  (a)  or  (e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  on  account  of  military  service 
which  is  not  creditable  under  section  4  of  this  Act.  Wages,  as  defined 
in  this  paragraph,  shall  be  credited  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  in 
the  manner  and  to  the  extent  credited  for  corresponding  purposes  of 
title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

(7)  An  employee  will  have  been  "completely  insured"  if  it  appears 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Board  that  at  the  time  of  his  death,  whether 
before  or  after  the  enactment  of  this  section,  he  will  have  completed 
ten  years  of  service  and  will  have  had  the  qualifications  set  forth  in 
any  one  of  the  following  paragraphs : 

(i)  a  current  connection  with  the  railroad  industry;  and  a 
number  of  quarters  of  coverage,  not  less  than  six,  and  at  least 
equal  to  one-half  of  the  number  of  quarters,  elapsing  in  the  period 
after  1936,  or  after  the  quarter  in  which  he  will  have  attained  the 
age  of  twenty-one,  whichever  is  later,  and  up  to  but  excluding 
the  quarter  in  which  he  will  have  attained  the  age  of  sixty-five 
years  or  died,  whichever  will  first  have  occurred  (excluding  from 
the  elapsed  quarters  any  quarter  which  is  not  a  quarter  of  cover- 
age and  during  any  part  of  which  a  retirement  annuity  will  have 
been  payable  to  him) ;  and  if  the  number  of  such  elapsed  quarters 
is  an  odd  number  such  number  shall  be  reduced  by  one ;  or 

(ii)  a  current  connection  with  the  railroad  industry ;  and  either 
will  have  had  forty  or  more  quarters  of  coverage  or  would  be 
fully  insured  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  if  his  serv- 
ice as  an  employee  after  December  31,  1936,  were  included  in 
the  term  "employment"  as  defined  in  that  Act;  or 

(iii)  a  pension  will  have  been  payable  to  him;  or  a  retirement 
annuity  based  on  service  of  not  less  than  ten  years  (as  computed 
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in  awarding  the  annuity)  will  have  begun  to  accrue  to  him  before 
1948; 

(8)  An  employee  will  have  been  "partially  insured"  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  whether  before  or  after  the  enactment  of  this  section,  if  it 
appears  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Board  that  he  will  have  completed 
ten  years  of  service  and  (i)  will  have  had  a  current  connection  with 
the  railroad  industry;  and  (ii)  either  will  have  had  six  or  more  quar- 
ters of  coverage  in  the  period  ending  with  the  quarter  in  which  he 
will  have  died  or  in  which  a  retirement  annuity  will  have  begun  to 
accrue  to  him  and  beginning  with  the  third  calendar  year  next  pre- 
ceding the  year  in  which  such  event  occurs,  or  would  be  currently 
insured  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  if  his  service  as 
an  employee  after  December  31,  1936,  were  included  in  the  term 
"employment"  as  defined  in  that  Act. 

(9)  An  employee's  "average  monthly  remuneration"  shall  mean 
the  quotient  obtained  by  dividing  (A)  the  sum  of  (i)  the  compensa- 
tion paid  to  him  after  1936  and  before  the  employee's  closing  date 
eliminating  any  excess  over  $300  for  any  calendar  month  before  July 
1,  1954,  any  excess  over  $350  for  any  calendar  month  after  June  30, 
1954,  and  before  the  calendar  month  next  following  the  month  in 
which  this  Act  was  amended  in  1959,  any  excess  over  $400  for  any 
calendar  month  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  was  so  amended 
and  before  the  calendar  month  next  following  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  was  amended  in  1963  and  any  excess  over  $450  for  any 
calendar  month  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  was  so  amended, 
and  (ii)  if  such  compensation  for  any  calendar  year  before  1955  is 
less  than  $3,600  or  for  any  calendar  year  after  1954  and  before  1959 
is  less  than  $4,200,  or  for  any  calendar  year  [after  1958  is  less  than 
$4,800],  after  1958  and  before  1965  is  less  than  $4,800,  or  for  any 
calendar  year  after  1964  is  l^ss  than  $5,400  and  the  average  monthly 
remuneration  computed  on  compensation  alone  is  less  than  $450  and 
the  employee  has  earned  in  such  calendar  year  "wages"  as  defined  in 
paragraph  (6)  hereof,  such  wages,  in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  the 
difference  between  the  compensation  for  such  year  and  $3,600  for 
years  before  1955,  $4,200  for  years  after  1954  and  before  1959,  [and 
$4,800  for  years  after  1958]  $4,800 for  years  after  1958  and  before  1965, 
and  $5,400  for  years  after  1964,  °y  (B)  three  times  the  number  of 
quarters  elapsing  after  1936  and  before  the  employee's  closing  date: 
Provided,  That  for  the  period  prior  to  and  including  the  calendar 
year  in  which  he  will  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-two  there  shall 
be  included  in  the  divisor  not  more  than  three  times  the  number  of 
quarters  of  coverage  in  such  period:  Provided,  further ,  That  there  shall 
be  excluded  from  the  divisor  any  calendar  quarter  which  is  not  a 
quarter  of  coverage  and  during  any  part  of  which  a  retirement  annuity 
will  have  been  payable  to  him.  An  employee's  "closing  date"  shall 
mean  (A)  the  first  day  of  the  first  calendar  year  in  which  such  em- 
ployee both  had  attained  age  65  and  was  completely  insured;  or  (B) 
the  first  day  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  employee  died;  or 
(C)  the  first  day  of  the  calendar  year  following  the  year  in  which  such 
employee  died,  whichever  would  produce  the  highest  "average  monthly 
remuneration"  as  defined  in  the  preceding  sentence.  If  the  amount 
of  the  "average  monthly  remuneration"  as  computed  under  this 
paragraph  is  not  a  multiple  of  $1,  it  shall  be  rounded  to  the  next 
lower  multiple  of  $1. 
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With  respect  to  an  employee  who  will  have  been  awarded  a  retire- 
meat  annuity,  the  term  "compensation"  shall,  for  the  purposes  of  this 
paragraph,  mean  the  compensation  on  which  such  annuity  will  have 
been  based; 

(10)  The  term  "basic  amount"  shall  mean — 

(i)  for  an  employee  who  will  have  been  partially  insured,  or 
completely  insured  solely  by  virtue  of  paragraph  (7)(i)  or  (7) 
(ii)  or  both :  the  sum  of  (A)  49  per  centum  of  his  average  monthly 
remuneration,  up  to  and  including  $75;  plus  (B)  12  per  centum 
of  such  average  monthly  remuneration  exceeding  $75  and  up  to 
and  including  $450,  plus  (C)  1  per  centum  of  the  sum  of  (A) 
plus  (B)  multiplied  by  the  number  of  years  after  1936  in  each 
of  which  the  compensation,  wages,  or  both,  paid  to  him  will  have 
been  equal  to  $200  or  more;  if  the  basic  amount,  thus  computed, 
is  less  than  $16.95  it  shall  be  increased  to  $16.95; 

(ii)  for  an  employee  who  will  have  been  completely  insured 
solely  by  virtue  of  paragraph  (7)  (iii) :  the  sum  of  49  per  centum 
of  his  monthly  compensation  if  an  annuity  will  have  been  payable 
to  him,  or,  if  a  pension  will  have  been  payable  to  him,  49  per 
centum  of  the  average  monthly  earnings  on  which  such  pension 
was  computed,  up  to  and  including  $75,  plus  12  per  centum  of 
such  compensation  or  earnings  exceeding  $75  and  up  to  and  in- 
cluding $300.  If  the  average  monthly  earnings  on  which  a  pen- 
sion payable  to  him  was  computed  are  not  ascertainable  from  the 
records  in  the  possession  of  the  Board,  the  amount  computed 
under  this  subdivision  shall  be  $40.33,  except  that  if  the  pension 
payable  to  him  was  less  than  $30.25,  such  amount  shall  be  four- 
thirds  of  the  amount  of  the  pension  or  $16.13,  whichever  is 
greater.  The  term  "monthly  compensation"  shall,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  subdivision,  mean  the  monthly  compensation  used  in 
computing  the  annuity; 

(iii)  for  an  employee  who  will  have  been  completely  insured 
under  paragraph  (7)  (iii)  and  either  (7)(i)  or  (7)(ii):  the  higher 
of  the  two  amounts  computed  in  accordance  with  subdivisions 
(i)  and  (ii). 


VII.  SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS  ON  HEALTH  INSURANCE 

FOR  THE  AGED 

The  committee-approved  bill  makes  no  provision  for  a  program  of 
insurance  for  hospital  and  related  care  for  the  aged  and  thus  fails 
completely  to  meet  the  most  desperate  and  urgent  need  of  our  older 
people.  Until  such  protection  is  added  to  the  cash  benefits  of  our 
present  social  security  program,  economic  security,  and  peace  of 
mind  will  continue  to  lie  beyond  the  grasp  of  many  millions  of  older 
Americans. 

Years  of  systematic  study,  intensive  analyses  and  debate  have  been 
devoted  to  the  problem  of  financing  health  costs  in  old  age.  The 
problem  has  been  reviewed  by  the  States  in  preparation  for  the  White 
House  Conference  on  Aging  in  1961  and  by  the  White  House  Con- 
ference itself  and  in  testimony  presented  before  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee,  the  Senate  Special  Committee  on  Aging,  and  before  the 
House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  The  conclusions  are  in- 
escapable. Most  older  people,  whose  incomes  normally  have  been 
sharply  reduced,  just  cannot  pay  for  the  greatly  increased  health 
costs  that  normally  come  with  old  age.  The  basic  solution  of  this 
dilemma  is  a  plan  which  allows  people  to  pay  during  their  working 
years  when  they  have  the  money  toward  protection  after  65. 

This  principle  of  social  insurance  underlies  the  three-decade-old 
social  security  program.  The  principle  has  broad  acceptance  by  the 
American  people  because  it  has  proved  its  value  and  efficiency.  This 
same  principle  should  be  applied  to  the  provision  of  hospital  and 
nursing  insurance  in  old  age.  Only  social  security  offers  a  broad, 
equitable,  and  time-tested  system  for  prepaying  during  the  working 
years  for  protection  during  the  later  years.  A  social  security  hospital 
insurance  program  would  assure  that  virtually  all  older  Americans 
would  have  substantial  and  meaningful  protection  against  the  loss  of 
independence  and  dignity  and  the  overriding  fear  of  dependency 
caused  by  the  high  and  unpredictable  costs  of  hospital  and  nursing 
care  in  old  age. 

It  is  not  enough  to  provide  programs  that  come  to  the  rescue  after 
the  elderly  have  exhausted  their  resources  and  savings,  and,  perhaps, 
those  of  their  families.  We  must  adopt  a  way  of  preventing  destitu- 
tion and  dependency. 

That  the  need  for  hospital  care  increases  as  the  ability  to  pay  for 
that  care  out  of  current  income  decreases  is  a  fact  which  hardly  needs 
further  substantiation.  These  are  the  cold  facts  which  underlie  the 
need  for  action:  Nine  out  of  ten  older  people  are  hospitalized  at  least 
once  after  reaching  age  65;  most  are  hospitalized  two  or  more  times. 
People  over  65  use  three  times  as  much  hospital  care,  on  the  average, 
as  people  under  65.  Aged  couples  and  single  persons  have  less  than 
half  the  income  of  younger  adults  in  similar  family  situations.  One- 
half  the  aged  couples  have  less  than  $2,800  in  annual  income  and  little 
in  the  way  of  assets  other  than  equity  in  their  homes.    The  average 
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aged  person  living  alone  now  has  an  income  of  not  much  over  $1,200 
a  year. 

Clearly,  few  older  people  can  meet  large  health  costs  out  of  current 
income.  And  this  is  true  for  most  older  people  even  if  the  costs  are 
averaged  over  the  group  and  protection  is  offered  to  the  aged  through 
insurance. 

PRIVATE  INSURANCE 

A  private  insurance  plan  that  is  adequate  to  meet  the  high  health 
costs  that  accompany  old  age  demands  premiums  beyond  the  financial 
capacity  of  most  older  people.  This  is  a  simple  fact  of  economic  life. 
A  number  of  insurance  carriers  have  tried  hard  and  imaginatively  to 
meet  the  problem,  but  it  is  basically  insoluble.  The  private  insurance 
approach  is  confronted  by  a  high-risk  population.  High  premiums 
are  the  consequence,  and  the  burden  of  these  high  premiums  must  be 
carried  by  people  with  reduced  incomes.  The  best  that  private  insur- 
ance has  been  able  to  do  to  solve  this  dilemma  is  to  give  the  aged 
the  unhappy  choice  between  low-cost  policies  with  inadequate  protec- 
tion and  relatively  adequate  policies  which  most  older  people  cannot 
afford. 

Only  a  little  over  half  of  the  elderly  have  any  kind  of  health  in- 
surance protection  despite  intensive  efforts  during  recent  years  to 
supply  the  needed  protection.  The  number  of  older  people  without 
any  protection  today  is  nearly  as  large  as  it  was  5  years  ago;  over 
8  million  aged  persons  have  no  health  insurance  at  all.  An  additional 
3  million  aged  persons  have  commercial  health  insurance  policies 
that  pay  $10  a  day  or  less  toward  hospital  daily  room  charges  which 
now  average  more  than  $20.  These  policies  were  inadequate  to 
begin  with;  rising  hospital  charges  compound  their  inadequacy.  The 
guarantee  that  a  policy  is  renewable  is  not  too  meaningful  if  the  policy 
does  not  meet  current  hospital  charges  and  if  the  premiums  are  con- 
stantly being  increased.  Probably  less  than  a  million — 5  to  6  percent 
of  the  aged — have  health  insurance  protection  covering  as  much  as 
40  percent  of  today's  average  medical  costs.  Such  protection,  when 
available,  costs  over  $400  a  year  for  a  couple,  and  in  some  cases  as 
much  as  $550  a  year,  one-fifth  of  the  average  aged  couple's  income. 

Private  insurance  by  itself  cannot  meet  the  needs  of  the  over- 
whelming majority  of  older  people  for  a  program  providing  adequate 
protection  at  acceptable  costs.  With  a  social  security  hospital 
insurance  program  in  effect,  private  insurance  would  have  a  vital  and 
major  role  to  play.  Relieved  of  the  impossible  strain  of  somehow 
having  to  pay  for  the  most  expensive  insurance — hospital  coverage — 
many  older  people  would  be  in  a  position  to  purchase  private  insurance 
protection  against  other  health  costs.  Many,  for  example,  would 
be  able  to  purchase  major  medical-expense  policies  now  available, 
which  could  serve  to  complement  the  basic  social  security  protection. 

MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE   FOR  THE  AGED 

Most  of  the  aged  would  be  able  to  take  care  of  themselves  through 
a  combination  of  private  insurance  and  a  hospital  insurance  program 
financed  through  social  security.  With  the  establishment  of  such  a 
program  the  States  would  be  relieved  of  about  40  percent  of  their 
present  expenditures  for  medical  care  of  older  people.    Thus,  without 
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any  increase  in  what  they  spend  now,  the  States  would  be  able  to  do 
a  much  better  job  for  the  fewer  people  needing  public  assistance. 

Indeed,  a  much  better  job  of  medical  assistance  to  the  needy  aged 
should  be  done.  In  the  4  years  it  has  been  in  operation,  the  Kerr-Mills 
program  of  medical  assistance  for  the  aged  (MAA)  has  demonstrated 
its  pitiful  inadequacy.  The  medical  assistance  available  in  most 
States  is  inadequate,  and  the  care  provided  is  frequently  of  poor 
quality.  Even  as  relief  to  the  destitute,  the  medical  assistance  for 
the  aged  programs  have  been  far  less  effective  than  was  hoped.  Few 
States  have  been  both  willing  and  able  to  finance  reasonably  adequate 
health  care  for  even  the  very  poor,  let  alone  those  who  are  somewhat 
better  off — the  so-called  medically  indigent,  for  whom  the  MAA 
program  was  designed.  Eighty  percent  of  the  people  who  have  been 
partially  helped  by  MAA  are  persons  who  could  meet  the  means  tests 
of  the  regular  old-age  assistance  program.  These  people  are  not 
only  medically  indigent,  they  are  indigent  for  any  and  all  purposes 
by  any  decent  standard. 

At  least  10  States  will  not  have  any  kind  of  an  MAA  program  oper- 
ating even  by  the  end  of  the  year;  many  of  the  other  States  have 
programs  providing  for  far  less  than  even  the  most  essential  needs. 
Some,  for  example,  pay  for  only  a  few  days  of  hospitalization  or  only 
for  the  treatment  of  conditions  which  endanger  life  or  sight. 

Relying  on  the  Federal-State  assistance  programs  is  very  unlikely  to 
produce  reasonably  adequate  medical  care  throughout  the  country 
for  even  the  destitute  aged.  This  matching  approach,  in  depending 
completely  on  State  initiative  to  attract  Federal  dollars,  all  but  guar- 
antees that  most  of  the  care  and  the  more  adequate  care  will  be  given 
in  the  States  that  are  financially  the  best  off.  In  May  1964  (the  last 
month  for  which  figures  are  available),  74  percent  of  Federal  MAA 
expenditures  were  made  in  five  States  with  32  percent  of  the  aged 
population — California,  Massachusetts,  Michigan,  New  York,  and 
Pennsylvania.  Geography,  not  justice,  dictates  whether  the  older 
person  can  be  eligible  for  help  and  the  adequacy  of  that  help  under 
the  Kerr-Mills  MAA  program. 

The  welfare  approach  has  serious  inherent  drawbacks  that  go 
beyond  the  question  of  financing.  Welfare  is  satisfactory  only  as  a 
last  resort,  to  be  turned  to  when  all  else  fails.  As  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  said  in  its  report  on  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1950,  in  urging  improvements  in  the  cash  benefit  program: 

We  consider  the  assistance  method  to  have  serious  dis- 
advantages as  a  long-run  approach  to  the  Nation's  social 
security  program.  We  believe  that  improvement  of  the 
American  social  security  system  should  be  in  the  direction 
of  preventing  dependency  before  it  occurs,  and  of  providing 
more  effective  income  protection,  free  from  the  humiliation 
of  a  test  of  need.  Accordingly,  your  committee  recommends 
action  designed  to  immediately  bolster  and  extend  the 
system  of  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  *  *  *  (May  17, 
1950). 

Assistance  helps  people  only  after  they  have  used  up  most  of  their 
financial  resources,  and  sometimes  only  after  their  children  have 
demonstrated  that  they  cannot  help  further.  Once  an  aged  person 
has  exhausted  his  resources  to  the  point  where  he  can  qualify  for 
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assistance,  it  is  practically  impossible  for  him  to  replenish  them  and 
again  become  self-reliant. 

Assistance  is  a  burden  on  the  general  taxpayer  and  frequently 
unsatisfactory  to  the  recipient.  We  propose  that  assistance  be  kept 
where  the  Congress  has  long  recognized  that  it  belongs;  namely,  as  a 
last  resort  supplementation. 

THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  APPROACH 

Unlike  public  assistance,  social  security  hospital  and  nursing 
insurance  would  prevent  indigency  by  helping  older  people  meet  their 
health  costs  before  they  have  been  reduced  to  indigency.  The  hos- 
pital and  nursing  insurance  would  be  financed  through  a  system  which 
older  people  had  earlier  helped  to  support  by  their  specific,  earmarked 
social  security  contributions.  Unlike  public  assistance,  there  would 
be  no  humiliating  needs  test;  the  hospital  benefits  would  be  paid  as 
an  earned  right — the  way  that  preserves  individual  dignity  and 
privacy. 

Unlike  public  assistance,  which  disqualifies  those  who  have  signifi- 
cant savings,  social  security,  because  it  has  no  means  test,  promotes 
individual  saving  and  private  protection.  Under  public  assistance, 
improvements  in  the  cash  payments  of  private  pension  plans,  for 
example,  would  make  older  people  ineligible  for  help  with  their  medical 
bills.  In  contrast,  social  security  is  in  partnership  with  some  34,000 
private  plans  which  build  on  the  social  security  protection;  improve- 
ment in  such  plans  would  have  no  effect  on  health  care  through  social 
security. 

A  factor  contributing  to  the  high  cost  of  health  insurance  for  older 
people  is  that  many  of  them  cannot  obtain  private  coverage  through 
a  group.  On  the  average,  individually  purchased  commercial  health 
insurance  policies  return  only  50  to  60  cents  in  benefits  for  every 
dollar  of  premiums  that  is  collected  from  subscribers.  The  social 
security  plan  would  provide  retired  people  health  benefit  protection 
on  an  efficient  group  basis — returning  96  to  97  cents  in  benefits  out  of 
every  dollar  of  contribution.  Furthermore,  under  social  security  as 
under  group  insurance  available  to  the  young,  there  would  be  no 
waiting  periods,  no  exclusion  of  preexisting  conditions,  no  higher 
premiums  for  poorer  health  risks,  nor  other  devices  that  deprive 
those  older  people  of  protection  who  need  it  most.  And  employer 
contributions,  which  are  not  generally  available  to  the  aged  who  buy 
private  insurance,  would,  as  in  many  employee  group  plans,  help 
finance  the  program  under  social  security. 

FINANCING  THE  PROPOSAL 

Social  security  hospital  and  nursing  insurance  protection  for  the 
aged  would  be  completely  self -financed  on  an  actuarially  sound  basis. 
America's  workers  are  eager  to  pay  their  share  toward  the  cost  of  this 
needed  program.    It  is  well  within  our  financial  means. 

Some  representatives  of  employers  have  argued  against  a  program 
of  social  security  hospital  and  nursing  insurance  on  the  grounds  that 
it  would  increase  labor  costs.  But,  the  fact  is  that  the  social  insur- 
ance tax  buiden  on  employers — including  unemployment  insurance — 
would  not  be  more,  even  with  hospital  and  nursing  protection  for  the 
aged  added,  than  was  contemplated  when  the  Social  Security  Act  was 
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passed  in  1935.  The  social  insurance  tax  rates  proposed  by  the 
present  amendments,  it  is  true,  would  be  higher  than  were  provided 
for  in  1935.  The  tax  base  of  the  program,  however,  has  become  so 
much  smaller  as  a  proportion  of  total  payrolls  in  covered  employment 
that  the  burden  on  employers  would  be  about  the  same  even  with 
health  insurance  in  1971  when  the  maximum  tax  rate  scheduled  would 
be  reached.  If  one  were  to  take  into  account  the  fact  that  employers 
typically  now  can  charge  a  much  larger  proportion  of  their  social 
security  taxes  against  their  corporation  income  taxes — the  maximum 
rate  is  now  48  percent  as  against  16  percent  in  1935 — the  net  burden 
on  employers  in  1971  after  the  addition  of  hospital  and  nursing 
insurance  protection  will  be  much  less  than  was  expected  at  the  very 
beginning  of  the  program.  The  burden  would  actually  be  less  than 
half  of  what  was  expected  for  those  paying  at  the  maximum  corporate 
tax  rate. 

We  believe  that  employers,  who  have  a  major  stake  in  our  social 
and  economic  system,  have  much  to  gain  from  this  major  advance  in 
protection  for  their  employees  and  that  they  have  little  cause  for 
complaint  from  the  standpoint  of  a  social  security  tax  burden.  It 
just  is  not  true,  as  some  have  said,  that  over  the  years  the  Congress 
has  been  continually  increasing  employer  responsibility  for  social 
security  financing.    The  truth  is  quite  the  opposite. 

The  social  security  approach  by  reason  of  being  a  percentage  tax 
on  payrolls  has  a  great  advantage  over  private  insurance  plans  using  set 
dollar  premiums.  The  dollar  premiums  obviously  have  to  be  raised 
as  hospital  costs  rise.  Under  social  security  the  gain  from  the  rise 
in  payrolls  can,  on  the  average,  be  expected,  in  the  foreseeable  future, 
to  at  least  offset  the  rise  in  hospital  prices.  Actually  the  current 
estimates  are  even  more  conservative  on  this  point  and  allow  for 
hospital  price  increases  in  excess  of  wages  for  some  time  to  come  and 
then  assume  that,  on  the  average,  into  the  future  hospital  prices  will 
rise  as  fast  as  the  general  wage  level.  If  they  rise,  on  the  average, 
and  over  the  long  run  at  a  somewhat  lower  rate,  as  all  other  prices 
do,  then,  other  things  being  equal,  the  costs  as  a  percent  of  payroll 
will  be  lower  than  estimated. 

CONCLUSION 

The  older  people  of  this  country  should  not  have  to  wait  longer  for 
hospital  and  nursing  insurance  protection  through  social  security. 
This  urgently  needed  program  must  be  enacted  now.  No  reasonable 
amount  of  cash  benefits  can  make  the  social  security  program  really 
adequate  unless  our  older  people  can  also  have  insurance  protection 
against  the  crushing  burden  of  hospital  costs.  Without  such  protec- 
tion during  the  last  12  or  15  years  of  their  life  expectancy,  older  people 
will  be  without  real  economic  security.  The  savings  and  retirement 
income  they  will  have  built  up  during  their  working  years  to  provide 
an  independent  life  in  old  age  will  be  in  jeopardy. 

The  wealthy  now  receive  substantial  assistance  with  their  own 
medical  bills  by  the  generous  allowances  for  income  tax  deductions 
for  medical  expenses.  The  very  poor  receive  some  help.  But  the 
great  majority,  those  who  are  neither  very  rich  nor  extremely  poor, 
have  been  left  out.  These  are  the  people  who  have  been  self-support- 
ing all  their  lives  and  want  to  continue  to  be— who  do  not  want 
welfare  even  if  it  were  adequate. 
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What  is  needed  is  a  system  under  which  all  workers  can,  during 
their  productive  years,  pay  contributions  toward  protection  against 
the  high  health  costs  that  can  be  expected  to  beset  them  in  later  years. 
Social  security,  and  only  social  security,  offers  a  ready-built,  thoroughly 
tested  mechanism  that  would  make  this  desirable  arrangement 
available  to  practically  everybody.  Under  this  arrangement,  it  will 
be  practicable  for  aged  persons  to  supplement  their  basic  hospital 
and  nursing  insurance  protection  with  private  insurance  coverage  for 
other  medical  expenses.  And,  under  this  arrangement,  it  will  be 
practicable  for  the  States  to  do  far  more  than  they  can  at  present  to 
finance  adequate  backstop  programs  for  meeting  medical  costs 
through  public  assistance. 

The  need  for  a  social  security-based  health  insurance  program  for 
the  aged  has  been  stated  and  restated  over  the  years.  The  under- 
signed, with  the  exception  of  Senator  Ribicoff  who  was  not  then  a 
member  of  the  committee,  expressed  this  view  in  1960  in  a  similar 
minority  statement. 

The  need  for  an  effective  health  insurance  program  for  the  aged 
has  grown  more  urgent  over  the  years  as  the  cost  of  health  services  has 
continued  to  rise  more  rapidly  than  any  other  item  or  service  Ameri- 
cans purchase.  If  the  social  security  system  which  was  established 
in  1935  is  not  expanded  to  employ  this  kind  of  protection  for  the  aged, 
large  numbers  of  the  aged  will  be  left  vulnerable  to  the  threat  of  de- 
pendence and  poverty.  Those  who  believe  in  strengthening  social 
security — and  the  majority  of  the  committee  must,  since  the  bill  has 
been  favorably  reported — and  maintaining  it  as  an  effective  deterrent 
to  dependence  and  poverty  should  support  a  meaningful  health 
insurance  program. 

Clinton  P.  Anderson. 
Paul  H.  Douglas. 
Albert  Gore. 
Eugene  J.  McCarthy. 
Vance  Hartke. 
Abraham  Ribicoff. 


VIII.  INDIVIDUAL  VIEWS  OF  SENATOR  PAUL  H.  DOUGLAS 


I  am  in  complete  agreement  with  the  supplemental  views  signed  by 
a  number  of  Senators  including  myself  on  the  urgent  need  for  a  health 
insurance  program  financed  under  the  social  security  system.  It  is 
also  my  belief  that  the  King-Anderson  plan,  which  Senator  Gore  and 
other  Senators,  in  the  absence  due  to  illness  of  the  principal  Senate 
sponsor,  proposed  as  an  amendment  to  H.R.  11865,  is  the  best  solution 
to  the  urgent  problems  of  health  care  now  faced  by  over  18  million 
Americans  over  age  65  and  soon  to  be  faced  by  millions  more.  Action 
on  the  King-Anderson  bill  has  been  delayed  for  far  too  long.  The 
Senate  should  adopt  it  or  a  close  modification  of  it  in  this  session. 

The  King-Anderson  health  insurance  program  for  the  aged  will 
provide  the  basic  health  care  needs  for  our  elderly  citizens.  Hospital 
care  is  the  most  expensive  health  care  need  faced  by  our  older  people. 
The  present  King-Anderson  plan  would  allow  an  aged  person  to 
choose  from  three  hospital  care  options:  (1)  45  days  without  any 
deductible;  (2)  90  days  with  a  $10  deductible  per  day  for  a  maximum 
of  9  days;  or  (3)  180  days  with  a  deductible  equal  to  2%  times  the 
average  cost  of  a  day  of  hospitalization.  Thus  the  King-Anderson 
plan  will  meet  most  of  the  very  burdensome  expenses  of  hospital  care. 

The  King-Anderson  plan  will  meet  the  equally  urgent  and  more 
general  need  for  nursing  home  care  and  home  health  care.  Up  to  180 
days  of  nursing  home  care  and  up  to  240  days  of  home  health  care 
visits  would  be  available  through  King- Anderson.  These  two  types 
of  benefits  will  prevent  our  hospitals  from  becoming  overcrowded  and 
from  becoming  warehouses  for  the  senile  aged.  In  many  cases,  a 
short  hospital  stay  must  be  followed  by  a  longer  stay  in  a  skilled  nurs- 
ing home  and  additional  home  visits  by  a  practical  nurse.  King- 
Anderson  most  adequately  meets  these  essential  needs  of  our  elderly 
citizens. 

It  is  equally  clear  that  the  Kerr-Mills  act,  or  medical  assistance  to 
the  aged,  simply  does  not  meet  these  basic  needs.  Nationally,  Kerr- 
Mills  benefits  an  appallingly  small  segment  of  the  aged  population. 

Out  of  18  million  persons  over  65  in  the  Nation,  only  181,056  people 
were  being  aided  monthly  as  of  May  1964.  Many  who  receive  pay- 
ments in  one  month  continue  to  receive  aid  over  several  months,  and 
therefore  the  total  number  of  different  persons  receiving  this  aid  on  a 
yearly  basis  is  approximately  only  300,000. 

The  most  serious  defect  in  Kerr-Mills  is  that  applicants  are  forced 
to  pass  a  means  test  to  qualify  for  assistance.  An  aged  person  must 
completely  reveal  to  the  government  agency  his  assets  and  his  sources 
and  amount  of  income.  He  must  prove  that  he  is  without  adequate 
resources  of  his  own  according  to  an  arbitrary  cutoff  point  under 
which  even  a  dollar  may  mean  the  difference  between  qualifying  and 
not  qualifying  for  benefits.  In  many  States  the  resources  of  the  aged 
person's  family  are  also  open  to  investigation.  These  provisions  are 
degrading  to  the  individual.   They  severely  limit  the  number  of  peo- 
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pie  to  be  helped.  Many  poor  but  proud  people  withdraw  their  re- 
quests for  aid  rather  than  have  their  privacy  and  that  of  their  rela- 
tives invaded  to  such  an  unnecessary  degree.  This  is  no  substitute 
for  a  health  insurance  program  such  as  King-Anderson  which  is 
financed  under  the  social  security  system,  and  as  a  result  of  which 
an  older  person  wall  receive  health  care  benefits  as  a  matter  of  right 
and  not  as  a  charity. 

King-Anderson  is  a  conservative  program.  Only  the  most  vital 
services  are  included.  King-Anderson  is  not  intended  to  be  the 
entire  solution  to  all  medical  needs  of  all  Americans  over  age  65. 
Rather,  this  plan  is  a  part  of  a  three-pronged  approach.  First,  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  would  be  able  to  supply  assistance  to  the  indigent 
at  increased  efficiency  and  with  greater  amounts  channeled  to /those 
who  are  in  the  greatest  need  for  services  not  provided  by  King- 
Anderson.  Second,  King- Anderson  would  enable  the  great  bulk  of 
aged  persons  to  enjoy  the  security  of  a  prepaid  health  insurance 
program  for  their  essential  health  care  needs.  Finally,  King- Anderson 
would  provide  a  floor  of  coverage  upon  which  many  of  our  elderly 
would  be  able  to  build.  Private  insurance  programs  for  those  services 
not  provided  in  King- Anderson  could  be  made  available  at  low  cost. 

The  King-Anderson  plan  is  economical  and  conservative.  Its 
prompt  enactment  will  provide  our  elderly  citizens  with  the  health 
care  protection  and  dignity  which  they  deserve.  It  is  my  hope  that 
the  Senate  will  take  the  lead,  and  pass  this  program  or  a  close  modi- 
fication of  it. 

Paul  H.  Douglas. 
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AN  ACT 

To  increase  benefits  under  the  Federal  Old-Age,  Survivors,  and 
Disability  Insurance  System,  to  provide  child's  insurance 
benefits  beyond  age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's 
benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits 
for  certain  individuals  not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to 
improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the  Trust  Funds,  to  extend 
coverage,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Social  Security  Amend- 

4  ments  of  1964". 

n 


5-PEECENT  INCREASE  IN  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND  DIS- 


ABILITY INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  215  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  the  table  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 


TABLE  FOE  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT 


AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY  BENEFITS 
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II 
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1  (b)  Section  215  (c)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

2  follows : 

3  "Primary  Insurance  Amount  Under  1958  Act,  as  Modified 

4  "(c)  (1)  For  the  purposes  of  column  II  of  the  table 

5  appearing  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  an  individual's 

6  primary  insurance  amount  shall  be  computed  as  provided  in, 

7  and  subject  to  the  limitations  specified  in,  (A)  this  section 

8  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security 

9  Amendments  of  1964,  and  (B)  the  applicable  provisions 

10  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1960. 

11  "(2)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  appli- 

12  cable  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual — 

13  "  (A)  who  became  entitled  to  benefits  under  sec- 
1*  tion  202  (a)  or  section  223  prior  to  the  second  month 
1^  following  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

16  ments  of  1964  are  enacted  or  who  died  prior  to  such 

17  second  month,  and 

IS  "(B)  to  whom  neither  paragraph  (4)  nor  para- 

19  graph  (5)  of  subsection  (b)  is  applicable." 

20  (c)  (1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  203  (a)  of  such  Act 

21  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

22  "  (2)  when  2  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (with- 

23  out  the  application  of  section  202  (j)  (1)  and  section 

24  223  (b)  )  to  monthly  benefits  under  sections  202  and 

25  223  for  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which  the 


5 

1  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964  are  enacted  on  the 

2  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  income  of  such 

3  insured  individual,  such  total  of  benefits  shall  not  be 

4  reduced  to  less  than  the  larger  of — 

5  "  (A)  the  amount  determined  under  this  subsec- 

6  tion  without  regard  to  this  paragraph,  or 

7  "  (B)  the  sum  of  the  amounts  derived  by  multi- 

8  Paying  the  benefit  amount  (determined  under  this 

9  title  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Social 

10  Security  Amendments  of  1964)  of  each  such  person 

11  for  the  month  specified  therein  by  105  percent 

12  and  raising  each  such  increased  amount,  if  it  is  not  a 

13  multiple  of  $0.10,  to  the  next  higher  multiple  of 

14  $0.10." 

15  (2)  Paragraph  (3)  of  such  section  203  (a)  is  repealed. 

16  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 


17  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social 

18  Security  Act  for  months  after  the  first  month  following  the 

19  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  and  with  respect  to  lump- 

20  sum  death  payments  under  such  title  in  the  case  of  deaths 

21  occurring  after  such  first  month. 

22  (e)  If  an  individual  was  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance 

23  benefit  under  section  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  the 

24  first  month  following  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted 

25  and  became  entitled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits  under  sec- 
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1  tion  202  (a)  of  such  Act,  or  died,  in  the  month  following 

2  such  first  month,  then,  for  purposes  of  section  215  (a)  (4) 

3  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  by  this  Act,  the 

4  amount  in  column  IV  of  the  table  appearing  in  such  section 

5  215(a)  for  such  individual  shall  be  the  amount  in  such 

6  column  on  the  line  on  which  in  column  II  appears  his 

7  primary  insurance  amount   (as  determined  under  section 

8  215(c)  of  such  Act)  instead  of  the  amount  in  column  IV 

9  equal  to  his  disability  insurance  benefit. 

10  PAYMENT  OF  CHILD'S  INSURANCE  BENEFITS  AFTER  AT- 

H  TAINMENT   OF   AGE   EIGHTEEN   IN    CASE   OF  CHILD 

12  ATTENDING  SCHOOL 

13  Sec.  3.  (a)  Section  202  (d)  (1)  (B)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
1^  rity  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "either"  before  "  (i) 
15  and  by  striking  out  "or  (ii)  "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

",  (ii)  was  a  full-time  student  and  had  not  attained  the  age 

IT  of  twenty-two,  or  (iii)  ". 

1®  (b)  (1)  So  much  of  the  first  sentence  of  section  202 

19  (d)  (1)    of  such  Act  as  follows  subparagraph    (C)  is 

20  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

21  "shall  be  entitled  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit  for  each 

22  month,  beginning  with  the  first  month  after  August  1950 

23  in  which  such  child  becomes  so  entitled  to  such  insurance- 

24  benefits  and  ending  with  the  month  preceding  whichever 

25  of  the  following  first  occurs— 
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1  "(D)  the  month  in  which  such  child  dies,  marries, 

2  or  is  adopted  (except  for  adoption  by  a  stepparent, 

3  grandparent,  aimt,  or  uncle  subsequent  to  the  death  of 

4  such  fully  or  currently  insured  individual) , 

5  "(E)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  is  not  under  a 

6  disability  (as  defined  in  section  223  (c)  )  at  the  time 

7  he  attains  the  age  of  18  and  who  during  no  part  of 

8  the  month  in  which  he  attains  such  age  is  a  full-time 

9  student,  the  month  in  which  such  child  attains  the  age 

10  of  18, 

11  "  (F)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  is  a  full-time  student 

12  during  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  18,  the 

13  first  month  (beginning  after  he  attains  such  age)  dur- 

14  ing  no  part  of  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  or  the 

15  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  22,  whichever 

16  occurs  earlier,  but  only  if  in  the  third  month  preceding 

17  such  earlier  month  he  was  not  under  a  disability  (as 

18  so  defined)  which  began  before  he  attained  the  age  of 

19  18, 

20  "(G)  hi  the  case  of  a  child  who  first  becomes  en- 

21  titled  to  benefits  under  this  subsection  for  the  month  in 

22  which  he  attains  the  age  of  18  or  a  subsequent  month 

23  and  who  in  the  month  for  which  he  becomes  so  entitled 

24  is  not  under  a  disability  (as  so  defined)  which  began 

25  before  he  attained  the  age  of  18,  the  first  month 
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t  (after  he  becomes  so  entitled)  during  no  part  of  which  he 

2  is  a  full-time  student  or  the  month  in  which  he  attains 

3  the  age  of  22,  whichever  occurs  earlier, 

4  "(H)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  after  he  attains 

5  the  age  of  18  ceases  to  be  under  a  disability  (as  so 

6  defined)  which  began  before  he  attained  the  age  of  18, 

7  and  who  either  (i)  attains  the  age  of  22  before  the  close 

8  of  the  third  month  following  the  month  in  which  he 

9  ceases  to  be  under  such  disability  or  (ii)  was  a  full-time 

10  student  during  no  part  of  such  third  month,  the  third 

11  month  following  the  month  in  which  he  ceases  to  be 

12  under  such  disability,  or 

13  "(I)  in  the  case  of  a  child  who  after  he  attains 

14  the  age  of  18  ceases  to  be  under  a  disability  (as  so 

15  defined)  which  began  before  he  attained  the  age  of  18, 

16  but  who  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22  before  the  close 

17  of  the  third  month  following  the  month  in  which  he 

18  ceases  to  be  under  such  disability  and  is  a  full-time  stu- 

19  dent  in  such  third  month,  the  earlier  of  (i)  the  first 

20  month  (after  such  third  month)  during  no  part  of  which 

21  he  is  a  full-time  student,  or  (ii)  the  month  in  which  he 

22  attains  the  age  of  22." 

23  (2)   The  second  sentence  of  section  202(d)  (1)  of 

24  such  Act  is  repealed, 
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1  (3)  Section  202  (d)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs : 

3  "(7)  A  child  whose  entitlement  to  child's  insurance 

4  benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employment  in- 

5  come  of  an  insured  individual  terminated  with  the  month 

6  preceding  the  month  in  which  such  child  attained  the  age 

7  of  18,  or  with  a  subsequent  month,  may  again  become  en- 

8  titled  to  such  benefits  (provided  no  event  specified  in  para- 

9  graph  (1)  (D)  has  occurred)  beginning  with  the  first 
10  month  thereafter  in  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  and  has 
H  not  attained  the  age  of  22  if  he  has  filed  application  for  such 
1^  reentitlement.  Such  reentitlement  shall  end  with  the  month 
1^  preceding  whichever  of  the  following  first  occurs:  The  first 
1^  month  during  no  part  of  which  he  is  a  full-time  student,  the 
15  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  22,  or  the  first  month 
1^  in  which  an  event  specified  in  paragraph  (1)  (D)  occurs. 

17  "(g)  For  the  purposes  of  this  subsection — 

18  "  (A)  A  'full-time  student'  is  an  individual  who 
1"         is  in  full-time  attendance  as  a  student  at  an  educational 

20  institution,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  (in  accord- 

21  ance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  him)  in  the  light 

22  of  the  standards  and  practices  of  the  institutions  in- 

23  volved,  except  that  no  individual  shall  be  considered  a 
H.R.  11865  2 
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1  'full-time  student'  if  he  is  paid  by  his  employer  while 

2  attending  an  educational  institution  at  the  request,  or 

3  pursuant  to  a  requirement,  of  his  employer. 

4  "(B)  Except  to  the  extent  provided  in  such  regula- 
te tions,  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  full-time 

6  student  during  any  period  of  nonattendance  at  an  educa- 

7  tional  institution  at  which  he  has  been  in  full-time  attend- 

8  ance  if  (i)  such  period  is  4  calendar  months  or  less 

9  and  (ii)  he  shows  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary 
10  that  he  intends  to  continue  to  be  in  full-time  attendance 
H  at  an  educational  institution  immediately  following  such 

12  period. 

13  "(C)  An  'educational  institution'  is  (i)  a  school 

14  or  college  or  university  operated  or  directly  supported 

15  by  the  United  States,  or  by  any  State  or  local  govern- 

16  ment  or  political  subdivision  thereof,  or  (ii)  a  school  or 

17  college  or  university  which  has  been  approved  by  a 

18  State  or  accredited  by  a  State-recognized  or  nationany- 

19  recognized  accrediting  agency  or  body,  or  (iii)  a  school 

20  or  college  or  university  for  which  there  is  no  such  agency 

21  or  body  or  which  has  been  in  operation  an  insufficient 

22  period  of  time  for  such  approval  or  accreditation,  but 

23  which  is  approved  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with 

24  regulations  prescribed  by  him," 

25  (c)  (1)  Section  202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 
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1  ing  immediately  after  subsection   (r)   the  following  new 

2  subsection: 

3  "Child  Aged  18  or  Over  Attending  School 

4  "(s)  (1)  For  the  purposes  of  subsections  (b)  (1),  (g) 

5  (1),  (q)  (4),  and  (q)  (6)  of  this  section  and  paragraphs 

6  (2),  (3),  and  (4)  of  section  203  (c) ,  a  child  who  is  entitled 

7  to  child's  insurance  benefits  under  subsection  (d)  for  any 

8  month,  and  who  has  attained  the  age  of  18  but  is  not  in  such 

9  month  under  a  disability  (as  denned  in  section  223  (c)  ) 

10  which  began  before  he  attained  such  age,  shall  be  deemed 

11  not  entitled  to  such  benefits  for  such  month,  unless  he  was 

12  under  such  a  disability  in  the  third  month  before  such  month. 

13  "(2)  Subsection  (f)  (4),  and  so  much  of  subsections 

14  (d)  (6),  (e)  (4),  (g)  (4),  and  (h)  (4)  of  this  section  as 

15  precedes  the  semicolon,  shall  not  apply  in  the  cnse  of  any 

16  child  unless  such  child,  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  referred 

17  to  therein,  was  under  a  disability  (as  defined  in  section  223 

18  (c)  )  which  began  before  such  child  attained  the  age  of  Ifl 

19  or  had  been  under  such  a  disability  in  the  third  month  before 

20  the  month  in  which  such  marriage  occurred. 

21  "(3)  Subsections  (c)  (2)  (B)  and  (f)  (2)  (B)  of  this 

22  section,  so  much  of  subsections  (d)  (6),  (e)  (4),  (g)  (4), 

23  and    (h)  (4)    of  this  section  as  follows  the  semicolon, 

24  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  203,  subsection 

25  (f)  (1)  (C)  of  section  203,  and  subsections  (b)  (3)  (B), 
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1  (c)  (6)  (B),  (f)  (3)  (B),  and  (g)  (6)  (B)  of  section  216 

2  shall  not  apply  in  the  case  of  any  child  with  respect  to  any 

3  month  referred  to  therein  unless  in  such  month  or  the  third 

4  month  prior  thereto  such  child  was  under  a  disability  (as 

5  defined  in  section  223  (c)  )  which  began  before  such  child 

6  attained  the  age  of  18." 

7  (2)  So  much,  of  subsection  (b)  (1)  of  such  section  202 

8  as  follows  subparagraph  (C)  is  amended  by  inserting  "  (sub- 

9  ject  to  subsection  (s)  )  "  after  "shall". 

10  (3)  So  much  of  subsection  (c)  (2)  of  such  section  202 

11  as  precedes  subparagraph  (A)   is  amended  by  inserting 

12  "(subject  to  subsection  (s)  )"  after  "shall". 

13  (4)  So  much  of  subsection  (d)  (6)  of  such  section  202 

14  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but 

15  subject  to  subsection  (s) "  after  "notwithstanding  the  pro- 

16  visions  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  ". 

17  (5)  So  much  of  subsection  (e)  (4)  of  such  section  202 

18  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but 

19  subject  to  subsection  (s) "  after  "notwithstanding  the  pro- 

20  visions  of  paragraph  (1)". 

21  (6)  So  much  of  subsection  (f)  (2)  of  such  section  202 

22  as  precedes  subparagraph  (A)   is  amended  by  inserting 

23  "  (subject  to  subsection  (s)  )  "  after  "shall". 

24  (7)  So  much  of  subsection  (f)  (4)  of  such  section  202 
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1  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but 

2  subject  to  subsection  (s)"  after  "notwithstanding  the  pro- 

3  visions  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  ". 

4  (8)  So  much  of  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (g)  (1) 

5  of  such  section  202  as  follows  subparagraph  (E)  is  amended 

6  by  inserting  "(subject  to  subsection  (s)  ) "  after  "shall". 

7  (9)  So  much  of  subsection  (g)  (4)  of  such  section  202 

8  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but 

9  subject  to  subsection  (s)  "  after  "notwithstanding  the  provi- 

10  sions  of  paragraph  (1)". 

11  (10)  So  much  of  subsection  (h)  (4)  of  such  section  202 

12  as  follows  subparagraph  (B)  is  amended  by  inserting  "but 

13  subject  to  subsection  (s)"  after  "notwithstanding  the  provi- 

14  sions  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  ". 

15  (11)  (A)  The  next  to  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c) 

16  of  section  203  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "for 

17  any  month  in  which"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "for  any 

18  month  in  which  paragraph  (1)  of  section  202  (s)  applies 

19  or". 

20  (B)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  such  section 

21  203  is  amended  by  striking  out  "JSTo"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

22  thereof  "Subject  to  paragraph  (3)  of  such  section  202  (s) , 

23  no". 

24  (12)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (f)  (1)  of  such 
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1  section  203  is  amended  by  inserting  "but  subject  to  section 

2  202  (s)  "  after  "Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions 

3  of  this  paragraph". 

4  (13)  Subsections  (b),  (c),  (f) ,  and  (g)  of  section  216 

5  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period 

6  at  the  end  thereof  "  (subject,  however,  to  section  202  (s)  )  ". 

7  (14)  Section  222  (b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding 

8  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

9  "(4)  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (1)  shall  not  apply 
10  to  any  child  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202  (d) ,  if  he 
H  has  attained  the  age  of  18  but  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22, 

12  for  any  month  during  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  (as 

13  defined  and  determined  under  section  202  (d) ) ." 

14  (15)  Section  225  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
1^  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "The  first  sen- 
16  tence  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  child  entitled  to 
1^  benefits  under  section  202  (d) ,  if  he  has  attained  the  age  of 

18  18  but  has  not  attained  the  age  of  22,  for  any  month  during 

19  which  he  is  a  full-time  student  (as  defined  and  determined 

20  under  section  202(d))." 

21  (d)  (1)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall 

22  apply  with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  sec- 

23  tion  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  (A)  the 

24  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  or  (B)  if  later,  August 

25  1964;  but  only,  except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (2) ,  on  the 
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1  basis  of  an  application  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which 

2  this  Act  is  enacted. 

3  (2)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  was  entitled  (with- 

4  out  the  application  of  subsection  (j)  (1)  of  such  section 

5  202)  to  a  child's  insurance  benefit  under  subsection  (d)  of 

6  such  section  for  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  such 

7  amendments  shall  apply  with  respect  to  benefits  under  such 

8  section  202  for  months  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 

9  enacted. 

10  REDUCED  BENEFITS  FOR  WIDOWS  AT  AGE  60 

11  Sec.  4.  (a)  (1)  Paragraph  (1)  (B)  of  section  202 

12  (e)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

13  "age  62"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "age  60". 

14  (2)  Paragraph  (2)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik- 

15  ing  out  "Such"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Except  as 

16  provided  in  subsection  (q) ,  such". 

17  (b)(1)   Paragraph   (1)   of  section  202  (q)   of  such 

18  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

19  "  ( 1 )  If  the  first  month  for  which  an  individual  is 

20  entitled  to  an  old-age,  wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's  insurance 

21  benefit  is  a  month  before  the  month  in  which  such  indi- 

22  vidual  attains  retirement  age,  the  amount  of  such  benefit 

23  for  each  month  shall,  subject  to  the  succeeding  paragraphs 

24  of  this  subsection,  be  reduced  by — 

25  "  (A)  5/9  of  1  percent  of  such  amount  if  such  bene- 
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1  fit  is  an  old-age  or  widow's  insurance  benefit,  or  25/36 

2  of  1  percent  of  such  amount  if  such  benefit  is  a  wife's  or 

3  husband's  insurance  benefit,  multiplied  by 

4  "  (B)  (i)  the  number  of  months  in  the  reduction 

5  period  for  such  benefit  (determined  under  paragraph 

6  (5)  ) ,  if  such  benefit  is  for  a  month  before  the  month 

7  in  which  such  individual  attains  retirement  age,  or 

8  "  (ii)  the  number  of  months  in  the  adjusted  reduc- 

9  tion  period  for  such  benefit  (determined  under  para- 

10  graph  (6)  ) ,  if  such  benefit  is  for  the  month  in  which 

11  such  individual  attains  retirement  age  or  for  any  month 

12  thereafter." 

13  (2)  Paragraph  (2)  (A)  of  such  section  is  amended — 

14  (A)  by  striking  out  ''wife's  or  husband's  insurance 

15  benefit"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu 

16  thereof  "wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's  insurance  bene- 

17  fit";  and 

18  (B)  by  striking  out  "age  62"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

19  thereof  "age  62  (in  the  case  of  a  wife's  or  husband's 

20  insurance  benefit)  or  age  60  (in  the  case  of  a  widow's 

21  insurance  benefit) ". 

22  (3)  Paragraph  (2)  (0)  of  such  section  is  amended  by 


23  striking  out  "wife's  or  husband's"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

24  thereof  "wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's". 
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1  (4)  Paragraph  (2)  (D)  of  such  section  is  amended  by 

2  striking  out  "wife's  or  husband's"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

3  thereof  "wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's". 

4  (5)  Paragraph   (2)   of  such  section  is  amended  by 

5  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

6  "(E)  If  the  first  month  for  which  an  individual  is 

7  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit  whether  (whether 

8  such  first  month  occurs  before,  with,  or  after  the  month  in 

9  which  such  individual  attains  the  age  of  65)  is  a  month  for 

10  which  such  individual  is  also  (or  would,  but  for  subsection 

11  (e)  (1),  be)   entitled  to  a  widow's  insurance  benefit  to 

12  which  such  individual  was  first  entitled  for  a  month  before 

13  she  attained  the  age  of  62,  then  such  old-age  insurance  benefit 

14  shall  be  reduced  by  whichever  of  the  following  is  the  larger: 
1^  "  (i)  the  amount  by  which  (but  for  this  subpara- 

16  graph)  such  old-age  insurance  benefit  would  have  been 

17  reduced  under  paragraph  ( 1 ) ,  or 

18  "  (ii)  the  amount  equal  to  the  sum  of  the  amount  by 

19  which  such  widow's  insurance  benefit  was  reduced  for 

20  the  month  in  which  such  individual  attained  the  age  of 

21  62  and  the  amount  by  which  such  old-age  insurance 

22  benefit  would  be  reduced  under  paragraph  ( 1 )  if  it  were 

23  equal  to  the  excess  of  such  old-age  insurance  benefit 
H.R.  11865  3 
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1  (before  reduction  under  this  subsection)    over  such 

2  widow's  insurance  benefit  (before  reduction  under  this 

3  subsection) ." 

4  (6)   Paragraph   (4)   of  such  section  is  amended  by 

5  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subparagraph: 

6  "(D)  No  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  a  month  in  which 

7  she  has  in  her  care  a  child  of  her  deceased  husband  entitled 

8  to  child's  insurance  benefits  shall  be  reduced  under  this  sub- 

9  section  below  the  amount  to  which  she  would  have  been  en- 

10  titled  had  she  been  entitled  for  such  month  to  mother's  in- 

11  surance  benefits  on  the  basis  of  her  deceased  husband's  wages 

12  and  self-employment  income." 

13  (7)  Paragraph  (5)  of  such  section  is  amended — 

14  (A)  by  striking  out  "wife's,  or  husband's"  and  in- 
1^  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's"; 

16  (B)  by  striking  out  "or  husband's"  in  subparagraph 

17  (A)  (i)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  husband's,  or 

18  widow's";  and 

19  (0)  by  striking  out  "age  65"  in  subparagraph  (B) 

20  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "retirement  age". 

21  (8)  Paragraph  (6)  of  such  section  is  amended — 

22  (A)  by  striking  out  "wife's,  or  husband's"  and  in- 

23  serting  in  lieu  thereof  "wife's,  husband's,  or  widow's"; 

24  and 

25  (B)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  subpara- 
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1  graph  (B) ,  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  sub- 

2  paragraph  (C)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof     and",  and 

3  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subpara- 

4  graph : 

5  "  (D)  in  the  case  of  widow's  insurance  benefits,  any 

6  month  in  which  the  reduction  in  the  amount  of  such 

7  benefit  was  detennined  under  paragraph  (4)  (D) ." 

8  (9)  Section  202  (q)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

9  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

10  "  (8)  Eor  purposes  of  this  subsection,  the  term  'retire- 

11  ment  age'  means  age  65  with  respect  to  an  old-age,  wife's,  or 

12  husband's  insurance  benefit  and  age  62  with  respect  to  a 

13  widow's  insurance  benefit." 

14  (10)  The  heading  of  section  202  (q)  of  such  Act  is 

15  amended  by  striking  out  "or  Husband's"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

16  thereof  "Husband's,  or  Widow's". 

17  (c)  Section  223  (a)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 

18  read  as  follows: 

19  "  (3)  If,  for  any  month  before  the  month  in  which  an 

20  individual  attains  age  65,  such  individual  is  entitled  to  an 

21  old-age,  husband's,  widow's,  widower's,  or  parent's  insurance 

22  benefit,  or  to  a  wife's  insurance  benefit  which  is  reduced  un- 

23  der  section  202  (q) ,  such  individual  may  not,  for  any  month 

24  after  the  first  month  for  which  such  individual  is  so  entitled, 

25  become  entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits;  and  a  period 
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1  of  disability  may  not  begin  with  respect  to  such  individual 

2  in  any  month  after  such  first  month." 

3  (d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

4  with  respect  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  section  202 

5  of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  the  month  in 

6  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  but  only  on  the  basis  of  applica- 

7  tions  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 

8  enacted. 

9  TRANSITIONAL  INSURED  STATUS 

10  Sec.  5.  (a)  Title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  further 

11  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

12  section : 

13  "TRANSITIONAL  INSURED  STATUS 

14  "Sec.  226.   (a)   In  the  case  of  any  individual  who 

15  attains  the  age  of  72  but  who  does  not  meet  the  requirements 

16  of  section  214  (a) ,  the  6  quarters  of  coverage  referred  to  in 

17  so  much  of  paragraph  (1)  of  section  214(a)  as  follows 

18  clause  (C)  shall,  instead,  be  3  quarters  of  coverage  for 

19  purposes  of  determining  entitlement  of  such  individual  to 

20  benefits  under  subsection  (a)  of  section  202,  and  of  his 

21  wife  to  benefits  under  subsection  (b)  of  such  section,  but, 

22  in  the  case  of  such  wife,  only  if  she  attains  the  age  of  72 

23  before  1968  and  only  with  respect  to  wife's  insurance  benefits 

24  under  such  subsection  (b)  for  and  after  the  month  in  which 

25  she  attains  such  age.   For  each  month  before  the  month  in 


21 

1  which  any  such  individual  meets  the  requirements  of  section 

2  214(a),  the  amount  of  his  old-age  insurance  benefit  shall, 

3  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  202  (a) ,  be  $35 

4  and  the  amount  of  the  wife's  insurance  benefit  of  his  wife 

5  shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  202  (b)  -(and 

6  section  202 (m) ) ,  be  $17.50. 

7  "  (b)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who  has  died,  who 

8  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  section  214  (a) ,  and  whose 

9  widow  attains  age  72  before  1968,  the  6  quarters  of  cover- 
10  age  referred  to  in  paragraph  (3)  of  section  214  (a)  and  in 
H  so  much  of  paragraph  (1)  thereof  as  follows  clause  (C) 

12  shall,  for  purposes  of  determining  her  entitlement  to  widow's 

13  insurance  benefits  under  section  202  (e) ,  instead  be — 

14  "(1)3  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow  attains 

15  the  age  of  72  in  or  before  1965, 

16  "(2)4  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow  attains 

17  the  age  of  72  in  1966,  or 

18  "(3)  5  quarters  of  coverage  if  such  widow  attains 

19  the  age  of  72  in  1967. 

20  The  amount  of  her  widow's  insurance  benefit  for  each  month 

21  shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  202  (e)  (and 

22  section  202  (m) ) ,  be  $35. 

23  "(c)  In  the  case  of  any  individual  who  becomes,  or 

24  upon  filing  application  therefor  would  become,  entitled  to 

25  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  by  reason  of  the  application 
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1  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  who  dies,  and  whose  widow 

2  attains  the  age  of  72  before  1968,  such  deceased  individual 

3  shall  be  deemed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  subsection  (b) 

4  of  this  section  for  purposes  of  determining  entitlement  of  such 

5  widow  to  widow's  insurance  benefits  under  section  202  (b) ." 

6  (b)   The  amendment  made  by  subsection   (a)  shall 

7  apply  in  the  case  of  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the 

8  Social  Security  Act  for  and  after  the  second  month  follow- 

9  ing  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  on  the  basis  of 

10  applications  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 

11  enacted. 

12  COMPUTATION  AND  RECOMPUTATION  OF  BENEFITS 

13  Sec.  6.  (a)  (1)  Subparagraph  (C)  of  section  215(b) 

14  (2)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 

15  follows : 

16  "(C)  For  purposes  of  subparagraph  (B) ,  'computation 

17  base  years'  include  only  calendar  years  in  the  period  after 

18  1950  and  prior  to  the  earlier  of  the  following  years — 

19  "  (i)  the  year  in  which  occurred  (whether  by  rea- 

20  son  of  section  202  (j)  (1)  or  otherwise)  the  first  month 

21  for  which  the  individual  was  entitled  to  old-age  insur- 

22  ance  benefits,  or 

23  "(")  the  year  succeeding  the  year  in  which  he 

24  died. 
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1  Any  calendar  year  all  of  which  is  included  in  a  period  of 

2  disability  shall  not  be  included  as  a  computation  base  year." 

3  (2)  Clauses  (A),  (B),  and  (C)  of  the  first  sentence 

4  of  section  215  (b)  (3)  of  such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as 

5  follows : 

6  "  ( A)  in  the  case  of  a  woman,  the  year  in  which 

7  she  died  or,  if  it  occurred  earlier  but  after  1960,  the 

8  year  in  which  she  attained  age  62, 

9  "  (B)  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  died,  the  year 
10  m  which  he  died  or,  if  it  occurred  earlier  but  after 
H  1960,  the  year  in  which  he  attained  age  65,  or 

12  "  (C)  in  the  case  of  a  man  who  has  not  died,  the 

1^  year  occurring  after  1960  in  which  he  attained  (or  would 

14  attain)  age  65." 

15  (3)  Paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  section  215(b)  of 

16  such  Act  are  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

17  "  (4)  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  applicable 

18  only  in  the  case  of  an  individual — 

19  "  (A)  who  becomes  entitled  after  December  1964  to 

20  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  or  section  223;  or 

21  "(B)  who  dies  after  December  1964  without  being 

22  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  or  section  223 ; 

23  or 

24  "(C)  whose  primary  insurance  amount  is  required 
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1  to  be  recomputed  under  subsection  (f)  (2) ,  as  amended 

2  by  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964. 

3  "  (5)  In  the  case  of  an  individual — 

4  "  (A)  to  whom  the  provisions  of  this  subsection  are 

5  not  made  applicable  by  paragraph  (4) ,  but  who,  after 

6  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which  the  Social 

7  Security  Amendments  of  1964  are  enacted  and  prior  to 

8  1965,  met  the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  or  para- 

9  graph  (4) ,  as  in  effect  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 

10  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964,  or 

11  "(B)  who  becomes  entitled  after  1964  to  a  recom- 

12  putation  under  section  102(f)  (2)  (B)  of  the  Social 

13  Security  Amendments  of  1954, 

14  the  provisions  of  this  subsection,  as  in  effect  prior  to  such 

15  enactment,  shall  apply  to  such  individual  for  the  purposes 

16  of  column  III  of  the  table  appearing  in  subsection  (a)  of 

17  this  section." 

18  (b)  (1)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section  215(d)  (1)  of 

19  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "  (2)  (0)  (i)  and  (3) 

20  (A)  (i) "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "  (2)  (C)  and  (3) ", 

21  by  striking  out  "December  31,  1936,"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

22  thereof  "1936",  and  by  striking  out  "December  31,  1950" 

23  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1950". 

24  (2)  Section  215(d)  (3)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

25  striking  out  "1960"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1964" 
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1  and  by  striking  out  "but  without  regard  to  whether  such 

2  individual  has  six  quarters  of  coverage  after  1950". 

3  (c)  Section  215  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  insert- 

4  ing  "and"  after  the  semicolon  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (1) , 

5  by  striking  out  ";  and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (2)  and 

6  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  period,  and  by  striking  out  para- 

7  graph  (3). 


8  (d)  (1)  Paragraph  (2)  of  section  215(f)  of  such  Act 

9  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

10  "  (2)  With  respect  to  each  year — 

11  "(A)  which  begins  after  December  31,  1963,  and 

12  "  (B)  for  any  part  of  which  an  individual  is  en- 

13  titled  to  old-age  insurance  benefits, 


14  the  Secretary  shall,  at  such  time  or  times  and  within  such 

15  period  as  he  may  by  regulations  prescribe,  recompute  the 

16  primary  insurance  amount  of  such  individual.    Such  re- 

17  computation  shall  be  made — 


18  "(C)  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  (1)  and  (3) 

19  if  such  year  is  either  the  year  in  which  he  became  en- 

20  titled  to  such  old-age  insurance  benefits  or  the  year  pre- 

21  ceding  such  year,  or 

22  "(D)  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  (1)  in  any 

23  other  case; 


24   and  in  all  cases  such  recomputation  shall  be  made  as  though 
H.R.  11865  4 
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1  the  year  with  respect  to  which  such  recomputation  is  made 

2  is  the  last  year  of  the  period  specified  in  paragraph  (2)  (C) 

3  of  subsection  (b) .   A  recomputation  under  this  paragraph 

4  with  respect  to  any  year  shall  be  effective — 

5  "  (E)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  did  not  die 

6  in  such  year,  for  monthly  benefits  beginning  with  bene- 

7  fits  for  January  of  the  following  year;  or 

8  "  (F)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  died  in  such 

9  year  (including  any  individual  whose  increase  in  his 

10  primary  insurance  amount  is  attributable  to  compensa- 

11  tion  which,  upon  his  death,  is  treated  as  remuneration 

12  for  employment  under  section  205  (o) ) ,  for  monthly 

13  benefits  beginning  with  benefits  for  the  month  in  which 

14  he  died."  4&$  jfftwjl 

15  (2)  Effective  January  2,  1965,  paragraphs  (3),  (4), 

16  and  (7)  of  such  section  are  repealed,  and  paragraphs  (5) 

17  and  (6)  of  such  section  are  redesignated  as  paragraphs  (3) 

18  and  (4) ,  respectively. 

19  (e)  (1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  223(a)  (2)  of 

20  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the 

21  end  thereof  "and  was  entitled  to  an  old-age  insurance  benefit 

22  for  each  month  for  which  (pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  )  he 

23  was  entitled  to  a  disability  insurance  benefit". 

24  (2)  The  last  sentence  of  section  223  (a)  (2)  of  such 
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1  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "first  year"  and  inserting 

2  in  lieu  thereof  "year" ;  by  striking  out  the  phrase  "both  was 

3  fully  insured  and  had"  both  times  it  appears  in  such 

4  sentence. 

5  (f)  (1)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (c)  shall 

6  apply  only  to  individuals  who  become  entitled  to  old-age 

7  insurance  benefits  under  section  202  (a)    of  the  Social 

8  Security  Act  after  1964. 

9  (2)  Any  individual  who  would,  upon  filing  an  applica- 

10  tion  on  January  1,  1965,  be  entitled  to  a  recomputation  of 

11  his  primary  insurance  amount  for  purposes  of  title  II  of  the 

12  Social  Security  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  have  filed  such 

13  application  on  January  1,  1965. 

14  (3)  In  the  case  of  an  individual  who  died  after  1960 

15  and  prior  to  1965  and  who  was  entitled  to  old-age  insurance 

16  benefits  under  section  202  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  at 

17  the  time  of  his  death,  the  provisions  of  section  215(f)  (4) 

18  of  such  Act  as  in  effect  before  the  enactment  of  this  Act 

19  shall  apply. 

20  (4)  In  the  case  of  a  man  who  attains  age  65  prior  to 

21  1965,  or  dies  before  such  year,  the  provisions  of  section 

22  215(f)  (7)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  as  in  effect  before 

23  the  enactment  of  this  Act  shall  apply. 

24  (5)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (e)  of  this 
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1  section  shall  apply  in  the  case  of  individuals  who  become 

2  entitled  to  disability  insurance  benefits  under  section  223  of 

3  the  Social  Security  Act  after  December  1964. 

4  (6)  Section  303  (g)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

5  ments  of  1960  is  amended — 

6  (A)  by  striking  out  "notwithstanding  the  amend- 

7  ments  made  by  the  preceding  subsections  of  this  sec- 

8  tion,"  in  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  "notwithstanding  the  amendments  made  by  the  preced- 
10  ing  subsections  of  this  section,  or  the  amendments 
H  made  by  section  6  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments 

12  of  1964,";  and 

13  (B)  by  striking  out  "Social  Security  Amendments 

14  of  1960,"  in  the  second  sentence  and  inserting  in 

15  lieu  thereof  "Social  Security  Amendments  of  1960,  or 

16  (if  such  individual  becomes  entitled  to  oldrage  insurance 
1^  benefits  after  1964,  or  dies  after  1964  without  becoming 

18  so  entitled)  as  amended  by  the  Social  Security  Amend- 

19  ments  of  1964,". 

20  IMPROVEMENT  OF  ACTUARIAL  STATUS  OF  DISABILITY 

21  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 

22  Sec.  7.  (a)  Section  201  (b)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security 

23  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  before  January  1,  1965," 

24  after  "December  31,  1956,",  and  by  inserting  after  "1954," 
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1  the  following:  "and  0.65  of  1  per  centum  of  such  wages  paid 

2  after  December  31,  1964,  and  so  reported,". 

3  (b)  Section  201(b)  (2)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

4  inserting  after  "December  31,  1956,"  the  following:  "and 

5  before  January  1,  1965,  and  0.4875  of  1  per  centum  of  the 

6  amount  of  such  self-employment  income  so  reported  for  any 

7  taxable  year  beginning  after  December  31,  1964,". 

8  COVERAGE  FOR  DOCTORS  OP  MEDICINE 

9  gECr  &  (a)  (1)    Section   211(c)  (5)    el  the  geeki 

10  Security  Aet  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

11  -  (5)  ¥he  performance  ef  service  fey  an  individual 

12  in  the  exercise  of  his  profession  as  a  Christian  Science 

13  practitioner." 

14  -(5)-  Section  211  (c)  ef  such  Aet  is  further  amended  fey 

15  striking  out  the  last  two  sentences  and  inserting  in  lien 

16  thereof  the  following :  "The  provisions  of  paragraph  -f4f  or 

17  -{#)-  shall  net  apply  to  service   (other  than  service  per- 

18  formed  fey  a  member  ef  a  religious  order  who  has  taken  a 

19  ve-w-  of  poverty-  as  a  member  of  such  order)  performed  fey 

20  an  individual  during  the  period  for  which  a  certificate  filed 

21  fey  him  under  section  1102  (c)   of  the  Internal  Revenue 

22  €ode  of  4-954  is  in  effect." 

23  -(£)-  Section    210(a)  (6)  (C)  (iv)     of    sneh    Aet  is 
H.E.  11865  5 
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1  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof 

2  the  following :     ethe?  than-  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  op  a 

3  medical  e*  dental  resident  in  training". 

4  -f4f  Seetien  210(a)  (13)  of  sueb  Aet  is  amended  by 

5  striking  out  aH  that  follows  the  first  semicolon. 

6  (ib)  (1)  Section  1102(c)  (5)   ef  the  Internal  Beve- 

7  mte  Code  ef  1954  (relating  te  definition  ef  trade  Of  busi 

8  nessf  is  amended  te  read  as  follows : 

9  "  (5)  the  performance  ef  service  by  an  individual 

10  in  the  exercise  ef  his  profession  as  a  Christian  Science 

11  practitioner." 

12  Section  1102  (c)  ef  snob  Code  is  further  allien ded 

13  by  striking  out  the  last  two  sentences  a**d  inserting  m  lieu 

14  thereof  the  following :  "The  provisions  ef  paragraph  -{4)-  er 

15  -(#)-  shall  net  apply  te  scrviee  (other  than  service  performed 

16  by  a  member  ef  a  religious  order  who  has  taken  a  vow-  ef 

17  poverty  as  a  member  ef  sueh  order)  performed  by  aft  indi 

18  vidual  during  the  period  fer  which  a  certificate  filed  by  him 

19  under  subsection  -(e)-  is  in  effect." 

20  (3)  (A)  Section  1102(c)  (1)  ef  sueh  Cede  (relating  te 

21  filing  ef  waiver  certificate  by  ministers,  members  ef  religious 

22  orders,  and  Christian  Science  practitioners)  is  amended  by 

23  striking  out  "extended  te  service"  aeo  aH  that  follows  and 
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1  inserting  m  lieu-  thcrcol  "extended  te  service  described  m 

2  subsection  (c)  (1)  or-  (c)  (5)  performed  by  him." 

3  -(B)-  Clause  -{Af  ef  section  4102(c)  (2)  ef  suefe  €ede 

4  -Relating  to  time  for-  filing  waiver  certificate)  is  amended  te 

5  read  as  follows :  "  (A)  tfee  due  date  el  tfee  return  (including 

6  any  extension  thereof)  for-  his  second  taxable  year  ending 

7  after  1954  for  wrhich  fee  feas  net  earnings  from  self  employ 

8  mcnt  (computed  without  regard  te  subsections  (c)  (1)  and 

9  (c)  (5) )  el  $100  er-  more,  any  part  el  which  was  derived 

10  frem  the  performance  el  service  described  in  subsection 

11  (G)  (1)  Of  (C)  (5)-j<Hgr 

12  -(4)-  Section  3121(b)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  el  saefe  Ge4e  -^e- 

13  lating  te  definition  el  employment)  is  amended  fey  inserting 

14  before  the  semicolon  at  tfee  end  thercef  the  following :  other 

15  than  as  a  medical  er-  dental  intern  or  a  medical  er  dental 

16  resident  in  training". 

17  -(&)-  Section  3121  (b)  (13)  el  suefe  Code  is  amended 

18  fey  striking  eat  aH  that  follows  tfee  first  semicolon. 

19  -(e)-  ¥fee  amendments  made  fey  paragraphs  -(4)-  and 

20  -(2)-  ef  subsection  -(a}^  and  fey  paragraphs  -(4r)^  ft«d 

21  -f3f  el  subsection  -ffe)-?  shall  apply  enly  w4tfe  respect  te 

22  taxable  years  ending  alter  December  34^  1961.   ¥fee  amend 

23  mcnts  made  fey  paragraphs  -(3)-  and  -f4f  el  subsection  -(a}7 
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1  and  by  paragraphs  -(4f  anel  -f§f  ef  subsection  -fb-)-?  shall 

2  apply  enly  with  respect  te  services  performed  after  -3-9£4t 

3  COVEBAQE  OF 

4  8EOr  Or  (a)  (1)  Seetien  of  the  Seek!  Security  Aet 

5  is  amended  fey  striking  eat  "or"  at  the  end  ef  subsection 

6  -(i^  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  el  subsection  -(j)- 

7  and  inserting  in  lien  thereof      er^7  and  by  adding  imme 

8  diatcly  after  subsection  -(f)-  the  following  new  subsection : 

9  ^^-(k)  (1)  ¥ips  paid  in  any  medium  other  than  cash ; 

10  -  (2)  Cash  tips  received  by  an  employee  in  any  eai- 

11  endar  month  in  the  course  ef  his  employment  by  an  etn- 

12  ploycr  unless  the  amount  ef  sueh  eash  tips  is  $30  er  more/' 

13  Section  209  ef  sueh  Act  is  further  amended  by 

14  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph : 

15  "For  purposes  ef  this  titley  tips  received  by  an  employee 

16  in  the  course  ef  his  employment,  en  his  ewn  behalf  and  net 

17  en  behalf  ef  another  person,  shall  be  considered  rem  in  i  era 

18  aen  for  employment,  whether  sueh  tips  are  received  by  the 

19  employee  directly  from  a  person  other  than  his  employer 

20  er  are  paid  ever  te  the  employee  by  his  employer.  Such 

21  tips  shall  be  deemed  te  be  paid  te  the  employee  by  the 

22  employer,  and  shall  be  deemed  te  be  se  pai4  at  the  time  a 

23  written  statement  including  sueh  tips  is  furnished  te  the 
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^  employer  pursuant  to  section  6053  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

2  Code  of  1951  or  -(if  no  statement  including  such  ti-ps  is  so 

3  furnished)  at  the  close  of  the  10th  day  following  the  calcn 
^  dar-  month  m  which  they  were  received." 

5  (h)  (1)  Section  3102  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 

q  1954  (relating  to  deduction  of  tax  from  wages)  is  amended 

7  fey  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

8  £1{ef  Special  Rule  Fob  Tips. — In  the  ease  of  tips 

9  which  constitute  wTagcs,  subsection  -{a}-  shall  fee  applicable 
10  only  to  sueh  tips  as  arc  included  is  a  written  statement 
H  furnished  to  the  employer  pursuant  to  section  6053,  and 

12  ©fify  to  the  extent  that  collection  eas  fee  made  fey  the 

13  employer,  at  or-  after  the  time  sueh  statement  is  so  furnished 

14  and  before  the  close  of  the  10th  day  following  the  calendar 

15  month  is  which  the  tips  were  received,  fey  deducting  the 

16  amount  of  the  tax  from  sueh  wTagcs  of  the  employee  -(ex- 

17  elusive  of  tips?  feat  including  funds  turned  over  by  the  em- 

18  ploycc  to  the  employer  for  the  purpose  of  sueh  deduction) 

19  as  are  under  control  of  the  employer." 

20  Section  3121  (a)  of  sueh  Code  (relating  to  the 

21  definition  of  wages  under  the  Federal  Insurance  Contribu 

22  tiens  Act)  is  amended  by  striking  out  ££or21  at  the  end  of 
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1  paragraph  -{9)-;  by  striking  eut  the  period  at  the  end  ef 

2  paragraph  (10)  and  inserting  is  Men  thereof  ~  er^  and 

3  fey  adding  after  paragraph  (10)  the  following  new  para- 

4  graph: 

5  -  (11)  (A)   tips  paid  in  any  medium  other  than 

6  cash ; 

7  ^H^f  eash  tips  received  fey  an  employee  in  any 

8  calendar  month  in  the  course  ef  his  employment  fey  an 

9  employer  unless  the  amount  ef  sueh  eash  tips  is 

10  e^  more/' 

11  -(-3-)-  Section  3121  ef  sueh  Code  is  further  amended  fey 

12  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection : 

"  (q)  Tits. — Kps  received  fey  an  employee  in  the  eeursc 

14  ef  his  employment,  en  his  ewn  behalf  and  net  en  behalf  ef 

15  another  person-^  shall  fee  considered  remuneration  for-  employ 

16  mcnt,  whether  sueh  tips  are  received  fey  the  employee  di- 

17  rcctly  frem  a  person  other  than  his  employer  er  are  paid  ever 

18  te  the  employee  fey  his  employer.  Such  tips  shall  fee  deemed 

19  te  fee  paid  te  the  employee  fey  the  employer,  and:  shall  fee 

20  deemed  te  fee  so  paid  at  the  time  a  written  statement  in- 

21  eluding  sueh  tips  is  furnished  te  the  employer  pursuant  te 

22  section  @9&3-  er  -(if  ne  statement  including  sueh  tips  is  se 

23  furnished)  at  the  close  ef  the  10th  day  following  the  calcn 

24  dar  month  in  wThich  they  were  received." 
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1  (c)  (1)  Section  6051  (a)  ef  sneh  Code  (relating  te  re- 

2  ccipts  for  employees)  is  amended  fey  adding  at  the  end 

3  thereof  the  following  new  Gcntencc :  ^4nft  the  ease  el  tips 

4  received  fey  an  employee  is  tfee  course  of  his  employment, 

5  tfee  amounts  required  te  fee  shown  fey  paragraph  -{■§■)-  shall 

6  include  only  sueh  tips  as  arc  reported  fey  the  employee  to  the 

7  employer  pursuant  to  section  6053. " 

8  (2)  (A)  Subpart  G  ef  part  Hi  ef  subchapter  A  of 

9  chapter  #4-  ef  such  Code  (relating  te  information  regarding 

10  wages  paid  employees)  is  amended  fey  adding  at  the  end 

11  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

12  «gE^  6053,  REPORTING  OF 

13  "Every  employee,  who  in  the  eearse  ef  his  employment 

14  fey  an  employer,  receives  in  any  calendar  month  tips  which 

15  wages  as  defined  in  section  3121  (a)  shall  report  all 

16  such  tips  in  ene  er  mere  written  statements  furnished  te  his 

17  employer.    3?er  purposes  ef  sections  3111,  6051  (a) ,  and 

18  6652  (o) ,  tips  received  in  an  ¥  calendar  month  shall  fee  eon- 

19  sidcrcd  reported  pursuant  te  this  section  only  if  they  arc  m  ■ 

20  eluded  in  sueh  a  statement  furnished  te  the  employer  en  er 

21  before  the  10th  day  following  sueh  month  and  only  te  the 

22  extent  that  tfee  tax  imposed  with  respect  to  sueh  tips  fey  see- 

23  tien  3101  ean  fee  collected  fey  tfee  employer  under  section 

24  3102.    Such  statements  shall  fee  furnished  fey  the  employee 
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1  under  such  regulations^  at  such  other  times  before  such  10th 

2  day?  and  m  such  lema  an4  maimer,  as  may  be  prescribed  by 

3  the  Secretary  or  bis  delegate." 

4  -(B)-  ¥he  table  ef  sections  for  such  subpart  O  is  amended 

5  by  adding  at  tbe  end  thereof  the  following : 

^eer         Reporting  b4 

6  -(&)-  Section  6652  ef  sueh  Gede  (relating  te  failure  te 

7  file  certain  information  returns)  is  amended  by  redesignat 

8  ifig  subsection  -(e)-  as  subsection  -(d)-  and  by  inserting  after 

9  subsection  -(b)-  the  following  new  subsection : 

10  ^(ef  Failure  ¥e  Report  — In  the  ease  ef  tips 

11  te  which  fee  fest  sentence  ef  section  6053  is  applicable,  if 

12  the  employee  fails  te  report  any  ef  sueh  tips  to  the  employer 

13  pursuant  te  sueh  section,  unless  it  is  shown  that  sueh  failure 

14  is  due  te  reasonable  cause  and  net  due  te  willful  neglect, 

15  there  shall  be  paid  by  the  employee-  in  addition  te  fee  tax 

16  imposed  by  section  3101  wife  respect  te  fee  amount  ef  fee 

17  tips  which  he  se  failed  te  report,  an  amount  equal  te  sueh 

18  tax^- 

19  -(d)-  Section  3111  ef  sueh  Code  (relating  te  fate  ef  tax 

20  en  employers  under  the  Federal  Insurance  Oontributions 

21  Act) ,  as  amended  by  section  46  ef  this  Aetj  is  amended  by 

22  adding  at  fee  end  thereof  (after  and  below  paragraph  (1) ) 

23  the  following  new  sentence : 

24  ^Is  fee  ease  ef  tips  which  constitute  wages,  fee  tax  kn- 
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1  posed  fey  this  section  shall  fee  applicable  eely  to  suefe  tips 

2  as  are  reported  fey  the  employee  te  the  taxpayer  pursuant 

3  te  seetien  60§3^ 

4  -(e)-  The  second  sentence  el  section  3102  (a)  ef  sueh 

5  Code  (relating  te  requirement  ef  deduction)  is  amended  fey 

6  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

7  %  and  an  employer  whe  is  furnished  fey  as  employee  a 

8  written  statement  ef  tips  (received  is  a  calendar  month)  te 

9  which  paragraph  (11)  (B)  ef  section  3121  (a)  is  applica 
10  fele  may  deduct  an  amount  equivalent  te  sueh  tax  with  fe- 
ll spect  te  sueb  tips  from  any  wages  ef  the  employee  (exclusive 

12  ef  tips)  under  his  control,  even  though  at  the  time  sueh 

13  statement  is  furnished  the  tetal  amount  ef  the  tips  se  reported 

14  fey  the  employee  as  received  in  sueh-  calendar  month  in  the 
1^  course  ef  feis  employment  fey  sueh  employer  is  less  than 

16  $30^ 

17  -(f)-  The  amendments  made  fey  this  section  shall  apply 

18  enly  with  respect  te  tips  received  fey  employees  after  1961. 

19  GEOSS  INCOME  OF  FAEMEES 

20  Sec.  iO  8.  (a)  The  second  sentence  following  paragraph 

21  (8)  in  section  211  (a)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 

22  by  striking  out  "$1,800"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 

23  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,400",  and  by  striking  out  "$1,200"  each 

24  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$1,600". 

25  (b)  The  second  sentence  following  paragraph  (9)  in 
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1  section  1402  (a)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 

2  (relating  to  net  earnings  from  self-employment)  is  amended 

3  by  striking  out  "$1,800"  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting 

4  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,400",  and  by  striking  out  "$1,200"  each 

5  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$1,600". 

6  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 

7  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  beginning  after  Decem- 

8  ber  31,  1964. 

9  ELIMINATION   OP   PROHIBITION    AGAINST   COVERAGE  OP 

1 0  T>f>T  If33aULCE!3J     A  "\T  n  T?TT?T?1VTiTr'"M 

J 1  V/i LilU  TvTTTV    1'  1  K  liilTl1  1VL"1 

11  Sp€t  Pk  -(ft)-  Subparagraph  -fArf  of  section  218(d)  (5) 

12  ef  the  Social  Seeurity  Aet  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

13  "  (A)  ?ef  purposes  of  this  subsection,  a  retirement  sys- 

14  which  eovcrs — 

15  "  (i)  positions  of  policemen  and  firemen,  or 

16  "  (ii)  positions  of  policemen  or  fircmcn7  or-  hethy 

17  and  other  positions, 

18  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  separate  retirement  system  with  re- 

19  spect  to  the  positions  of  such  policemen  or  firemen,  or-  both, 

20  as  the  State  desires,  and  no  positions  of  persons  other  than 

21  policemen  or  firemen  may  be  included  in  any  sueh  separate 

22  retirement  system." 

23  -fhf  Section  218(d)  (1)  of  sneh  Aet  is  am< 
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1  -(4-)-  fey  striking  eat  ^  ane!  eseept  in  the  ease  el 

2  positions  cxeludcd  fey  paragraph  (5)  (A)"  in  the  fi*st 

3  sentence ;  aftd 

^  "f^f  ^  striking  eat  ^^{ether  than  a  position  ex- 

5  eluded  fey  paragraph  (5)  (A) )  "  in  the  second  sentence? 

6  -(e)-  Seetien  218(d)  (3)  el  saeh  Aet  is  amended  fey 

7  striking  eat  -  Excluded  fey  er  pursuant  te  paragraph  (5) " 

8  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "excluded 

9  pursuant  te  paragraph  (5)  ■". 

10  (d)  (1)  Section  218(d)  (7)  el  saeh  Aet  is  amended 

11  fey  striking  eat  "excluded  fey  er-  pursuant  te  paragraph  (5)  " 

12  and  inserting  in  liea  thereof  "excluded  pursuant  te  paragraph 

13  -f§)A 

14  -fSf  Section  218(d)  (8)  (D)  el  saeh  Aet  is  repealed. 

15  -(ef  Section  218  (k)  (3)  el  saeh  Aet  is  repealed. 

16  -(I)-  Section  218  (p)  el  saeh  Aet  is  repealed. 

^  "te)"        amendments  made  fey  this  section  shah  apply 

18  only  in  the  ease  el  agreements  er-  modifications  agreed  te 

19  after  November  ^  ±&64. 

20  INCLUSION  OF  ALASKA  AND  KENTUCKY  AMONG  STATES 

21  PERMITTED  TO  DIVIDE  THEIR  RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 

22  Sec.  ±2  9.  The  first  sentence  ol  section  218  (d)  (6)  (C) 

23  ol  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended — 
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1  ( 1 )  by  inserting  "Alaska,"  before  "California" ;  and 

2  (2)    by  inserting   "Kentucky,"   before  Massa- 

3  chusetts". 

4  ADDITIONAL  PERIOD  FOE  ELECTING  COVERAGE  UNDER 

5  DIVIDED  RETIREMENT  SYSTEM 

6  SEC.  43  10.  The  first  sentence  of  section  218(d)  (6) 

7  (F)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out 

8  "1963"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1966". 

9  COVERAGE  FOR  CERTAIN  ADDITIONAL  HOSPITAL  EMPLOYEES 

10  IN  CALIFORNIA 

11  Sec.  44  11.  Section  102  (k)  of  the  Social  Security 

12  Amendments  of  1960  is  amended  by  inserting  "(1)"  hn- 

13  mediately  after  "  (k)  ",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 

14  following  new  paragraph: 

15  "(2)  Such  agreement,  as  modified  pursuant  to  para- 

16  graph  (1) ,  may  at  the  option  of  such  State  be  further  modi- 

17  fied,  at  any  time  prior  to  the  seventh  month  after  the 

18  month  in  which  this  paragraph  is  enacted,  so  as  to  apply  to 

19  services  performed  for  any  hospital  affected  by  such  earlier 

20  modification  by  any  individual  who  after  December  31, 

21  1959,  was  or  is  employed  by  such  jState  (or  anv  political 

22  subdivision  thereof)  in  any  position  described  in  paragraph 

23  ( 1 ) .   Such  modification  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to 

24  (A)  all  services  performed  by  such  individual  in  any  such 
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1  position  on  or  after  January  1,  1962,  and  (B)  all  such 

2  services,  performed  before  such  date,  with  respect  to  which 

3  amounts  equivalent  to  the  sum  of  the  taxes  which  would 

4  have  been  imposed  by  sections  3101  and  3111  of  the  Inter- 

5  nal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  if  such  services  had  constituted 

6  employment  for  purposes  of  chapter  21  of  such  Code  at  the 

7  time  they  were  performed  have,  prior  to  the  date  of  the 

8  enactment  of  this  paragraph,  been  paid." 

9  INCREASE  OF  EARNINGS  COUNTED  FOE  BENEFIT  AND  TAX 

10  PURPOSES 

11  Sec.  4S  12.  (a)  (1)  (A)  Section  209(a)  (3)  of  the 

12  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  before 

13  1965"  after  "1958". 

14  (B)  Section  209(a)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

15  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

16  "  (4)  That  part  of  remuneration  which,  after  re- 

17  muneration  (other  than  remuneration  referred  to  in  the 

18  succeeding  subsections  of  this  section)  equal  to  $5,400 

19  with  respect  to  employment  has  been  paid  to  an  indi- 

20  vidual  during  any  calendar  year  after  1964,  is  paid  to 

21  such  individual  during  such  calendar  year;". 

22  (2)  (A)    Section  211(b)(1)(C)    of  such  Act  is 

23  amended  by  inserting  "and  before  1965"  after  "1958",  and 

24  by  striking  out  " ;  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  and". 
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1  (B)  Section  211  (b)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  further  amended 

2  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subpara- 

3  graph : 

4  "(D)  For  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1964, 

5  (i)  $5,400,  minus  (ii)  the  amount  of  the  wages 

6  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year;  or". 

7  (3)  (A)    Section   213(a)(2)(H)    of  such  Act  is 

8  amended  by  striking  out  "after  1958"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

9  thereof  "after  1958  and  before  1965,  or  $5,400  in  the  case 

10  of  a  calendar  year  after  1964". 

11  (B)  Section  213(a)  (2)  (iii)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

12  by  striking  out  "after  1958"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

13  "after  1958  and  before  1965,  or  $5,400  in  the  case  of  a  tax- 

14  able  year  ending  after  1964". 

15  (4)  Section  215(e)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

16  striking  out  "and  the  excess  over  $4,800  in  the  case  of  any 

17  calendar  year  after  1958"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "the 

18  excess  over  $4,800  in  the  case  of  any  calendar  year  after 

19  1958  and  before  1965,  and  the  excess  over  $5,400  in  the 

20  case  of  any  calendar  year  after  1964". 

21  (b)  (1)  (A)  Section  1402(b)  (1)  (C)  of  the  Internal 

22  Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition  of  self-employ- 

23  ment  income)  is  amended  by  inserting  "and  before  1965" 

24  after  "1958",  and  by  striking  out  ";  or"  and  inserting  in  lieu 

25  thereof  and". 

26  (B)   Section  1402(b)(1)   of  such  Code  is  further 
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1  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

2  subparagraph : 

3  "  (D)  for  any  taxable  year  ending  after  1964, 

4  (i)  $5,400,  minus  (h)  the  amount  of  the  wages 

5  paid  to  such  individual  during  the  taxable  year; 

6  or". 

7  (2)  Section  3121(a)  (1)  of  such  Code  (relating  to 

8  definition  of  wages)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$4,800" 

9  each  place  it  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$5,400". 

10  (3)  The  second  sentence  of  section  3122  of  such  Code 

11  (relating  to  Federal  service)  is  amended  by  striking  out 

12  "$4,800"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$5,400". 

13  (4)  Section  3125  of  such  Code  (relating  to  returns  in 

14  the  case  of  governmental  employees  in  Guam  and  American 

15  Samoa)   is  amended  by  striking  out  "$4,800"  where  it 

16  appears  in  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

17  thereof  "$5,400". 

18  (5)  Section  6413(c)  (1)  of  such  Code   (relating  to 

19  special  refunds  of  employment  taxes)  is  amended — 

20  (A)  by  inserting  "and  prior  to  the  calendar  year 

21  1965"  after  "the  calendar  year  1958" ; 

22  (B)  by  inserting  after  "exceed  $4,800,"  the  fol- 

23  lowing:  "or  (C)  during  any  calendar  year  after  the 

24  calendar  year  1964,  the  wages  received  by  him  during 

25  such  year  exceed  $5,400,"  and 
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1  (C)  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end 

2  thereof  the  following:  "and  before  1965,  or  which  ex- 

3  ceeds  the  tax  with  respect  to  the  first  $5,400  of  such 

4  wages  received  in  such  calendar  year  after  1964". 

5  (6)  Section  6413(c)  (2)  (A)  of  such  Code  (relating 

6  to  refunds  of  employment  taxes  in  the  case  of  Federal  em- 

7  ployees)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or  $4,800  for  any 

8  calendar  year  after  1958"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

9  "$4,800  for  the  calendar  year  1959,  1960,  1961,  1962, 

10  1963,  or  1964,  or  $5,400  for  any  calendar  year  after  1964". 

11  (c)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  (1)  and 

12  (a)  (3)  (A),  and  the  amendments  made  by  subsection  (b) 

13  (except  paragraph   (1)   thereof),  shall  apply  only  with 

14  respect  to  remuneration  paid  after  December  1964.  The 

15  amendments  made  by  subsections  (a)  (2),  (a)(3)(B), 

16  and  (b)  (1)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years 

17  ending  after  1964.   The  amendment  made  by  subsection 

18  (a)  (4)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  calendar  years  after 

19  1964. 

20  CHANGES  IN  TAX  SCHEDULES 

21  Sec.  1t6  13.  (a)  Section  1401  of  the  Internal  Revenue 

22  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  self-employment 

23  income)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 


1  "SEC.  1401.  RATE  OF  TAX. 

2  "In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  shall  be  imposed  for 

3  each  taxable  year,  on  the  self-employment  income  of  every 

4  individual,  a  tax  as  follows : 

5  "  ( 1 )  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

6  after  December  31,  1964,  and  before  January  1,  1966, 

7  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  5.7  percent  of  the  amount  of 

8  the  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year; 

9  "(2)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 
1°  after  December  31,  1965,  and  before  January  1,  1968. 
H  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6  percent  of  the  amount  of  the 

12  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year : 

13  "(3)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 
14=  after  December  31,  1967,  and  before  January  1,  1971, 
1^  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to  6.8  percent  of  the  amount  of 
16  the  self-employment  income  for  such  taxable  year;  and 
1^  "  (4)  in  the  case  of  any  taxable  year  beginning 

18  after  December  31,  1970,  the  tax  shall  be  equal  to 

19  7.2  percent  of  the  amount  of  the  self-employment  in- 

20  come  for  such  taxable  year." 

21  (b)  Section  3101  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of 

22  tax  on  employees  under  the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions 
Act)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
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1  "SEC.  3101.  RATE  OF  TAX. 

2  "In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on 

3  the  income  of  every  individual  a  tax  equal  to  the  following 

4  percentages  of  the  wages  (as  defined  in  section  3121  (a) ) 

5  received  by  him  with  respect  to  employment  (as  defined 

6  in  section  3121  (b)  )  — 

7  "  ( 1 )  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 

8  calendar  year  1965,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent; 

9  "(2)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 
10  calendar  years  1966  and  1967,  the  rate  shall  be  4  per- 
il cent; 

12  "(3)  with  respect  to  wages  received  during  the 

13  calendar  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be 

14  4.5  percent;  and 

15  "  (4)  with  respect  to  wages  received  after  Decem- 

16  ber  31,  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.8  percent." 

17  (c)  Section  3111  of  such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax 

18  on  employers  under  the  Federal  Insurance  Contributions 

19  Act)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

20  "SEC.  3111.  RATE  OF  TAX. 

21  "In  addition  to  other  taxes,  there  is  hereby  imposed  on 

22  every  employer  an  excise  tax,  with  respect  to  having  indi- 

23  viduals  in  his  employ,  equal  to  the  following  percentages  of 

24  the  wages  (as  defined  in  section  3121  (a)  )  paid  by  him 
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1  with  respect  to  employment  (as  defined  in  section  3121 

2  (b))- 

3  "  ( 1 )  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calendar 

4  year  1965,  the  rate  shall  be  3.8  percent; 

5  "(2)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calen- 

6  dar  years  1966  and  1967,  the  rate  shall  be  4  percent; 

7  "(3)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  during  the  calen- 

8  dar  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.5 

9  percent;  and 

10  "(4)  with  respect  to  wages  paid  after  December 

11  31,  1970,  the  rate  shall  be  4.8  percent." 

12  (d)  (1)  The  proviso  in  seetion  3201  of  sueh  Geue 

13  ( relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  employees  under  R>ailroad  R:ctire~ 

14  mcnt  Tax  Aet}-  is  amended  by  inserting  after  ^t  sueh  time^ 

15  the  following :  -  (determined  under  the  provisions  ef  section 

16  3404  as  in  effect  on  June  47  1964) ". 

17  -(2)-  $he  proviso  in  seetion  3211  of  sueh  Gede  (relating 

18  to  rate  ef  tax  en  employee  representatives  under  Railroad 

19  Retirement  Tax  Act)  is  amended  fey  inserting  after  %t  sueh 

On  ^-ttv>a^     f     r\    f  a!1                 fT.?.          (  f\ P^PrtVn  T\  f*f\     11 T1  f\ AV    "f  Tl  A                     Ol  AT>  Q 

lAj  TlzllvJ —    TTl"    lUllU  VV  HI  w  •         I  LHJTt^l  TXxXXXRX    tXTTtttTT    tilv    Ul  Uv  lol\711o  T7T 

21  section  3101  as  in  effect  en  June  4y  1964) 

22  -f^f  Seetion  3221(b)  of  sueh  €ede  -(relating  to  rate  ef 

23  tax  en  employers  under  Railroad  Retirement  5as  Act)-  is 

24  amended  fey  inserting  after  %t  sueh  time11  the  following : 
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1  -  (dctGrmincd  under  the  provisions  ef  section  3111  fts  in 

2  effeeten  June  4r  1961) ". 

3  -(ef  (d)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  shall 

4  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years  beginning  after 

5  December  31,  1964.   The  amendments  made  by  subsections 

6  (b)  and  (c)  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  remuneration 

7  paid  after  December  31,  1964. 

8  AMENDMENT  PRESERVING  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  RAIL- 

9  ROAD  RETIREMENT  AND  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND 

10  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEMS 

11  Sec.  14.  (a)  Section  l(q)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 

12  merit  Act  of  1937  is  amended  by  striking  out  "1961"  and 

13  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1964". 

14  (b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  5(j)  of  such  Act  is 

15  amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 

16  the  following:  "except  that  this  sentence  shall  not  operate  to 

17  prevent  the  payment  of  an  annuity  to  an  individual  for  a 
IS  month  solely  because  during  such  month  he  ceases  to  be  a 
1^  'full-time  student1  ". 

20  (c)  Section  5(l)(l)(ii)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 

21  inserting  after  "years  of  age"  the  following:  ",  or  shall  be 

22  a  full-time  student  and  less  than  twenty-two  years  of  age" . 

23  (d)  Section  5(1)  (1)    of  such   Act  is  amended  by 

24  inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 

25  ing:  ".  The  term  'full-time  student'  shall  for  the  purposes 
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1  of  this  section  have  the  meaning  ascribed  to  it  by  section 

2  202(d)  (8)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  and  the  references 

3  to  the  Secretary  therein  shall  be  deemed  to  be  references  to 

4  the  Board.   For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (e)  of  section  2, 

5  and  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  a  child  who  has  attained 

6  the  age  of  18  years  and  who  is  not  under  a  disability  which 

7  began  before  the  child  attained  age  18,  shall  be  deemed  not 

8  entitled  to  benefits  under  subsection   (c)  of  this  section". 

9  (e)  Section   5(1)  (9)    of  such  Act   is   amended  by 

10  striking  out  "after  1958  is  less  than  $4,800"  and  inserting  in 

11  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "after  1958  and  before  1965  is 

12  less  than  $4,800,  or  for  any  calendar  year  after  1964  is  less 

13  than  $5,400" ;  and  by  striking  out  uand  $4,800  for  years 

14  after  1958",  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

15  "$4,800  for  years  after  1958  and  before  1965,  and  $5,400 

16  jor  years  after  1964" . 

1^  (f)  The  amendments  made  by  subsections  (b)  and  (c) 

1^  shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  annuities  under  the  Railroad 

1^  Retirement  Act  of  1937  for  months  after  the  month  in  which 

20  this  Act  is  enacted  but  only  (except  as  provided  in  the  next 

21  sentence)  on  the  basis  of  an  application  filed  with  the  Board 

22  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted.    In  the 

23  case  of  an  individual  who  was  entitled  to  an  annuity  under 

24  section  5  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937  for  the 
2^  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  such  amendments  shall 
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1  apply  to  annuities  for  months  after  the  month  in  which  this 

2  Act  is  enacted. 

3  EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  FOR  FILING  PROOF  OF  SUPPORT 

4  AND  APPLICATIONS  FOR  LUMP-SUM  DEATH  PAYMENT 

5  Sec.  15  (a)  Subsection  (p)  of  section  202  of  the  Social 

6  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

7  "Extension  of  Period  for  Filing  Proof  of  Support  and 

8  Applications  for  Lump-Sum  Death  Payment 

9  "  (p)  In  any  case  in  which  there  is  a  failure — 

10  "(1)  to  file  proof  of  support  under  subparagraph 

11  (C)  of  subsection  (c)(1),  clause  (i)  or  (ii)  of  sub- 

12  paragraph  (D)  of  subsection  (f)(1),  or  subparagraph 

13  (B)  of  subsection  (h)(1),  or  under  clause  (B)  of 

14  subsection  (f)(1)  of  this  section  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 

15  Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of  1950,  within  the 

16  period  prescribed  by  such  subparagraph  or  clause,  or 

17  "(2)  to  file,  in  the  case  of  a  death  after  1946,  ap- 

18  plication  for  a  lump-sum  death  payment  under  subsec- 

19  tion  (i),  or  under  subsection  (g)  of  this  section  as  in 

20  effect  prior  to  the  Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of 

21  1950,  within  the  period  prescribed  by  such  subsection, 

22  any  such  proof  or  application,  as  the  case  may  be,  which 

23  is  filed  after  the  expiration  of  such  period  shall  be  deemed 

24  to  have  been  filed  within  such  period  if  it  is  shown  to  the 
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1  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  that  there  was  good  cause  for 

2  failure  to  file  such  proof  of  application  within  such  period. 

3  The  determination  of  what  constitutes  good  cause  for  pur- 

4  poses  of  this  subsection  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with 

5  regulations  of  the  Secretary." 

6  (b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  effec- 

7  tive  with  respect  to  (1)  applications  for  lump-sum  death  pay- 

8  ments  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted, 

9  and  (2)  monthly  benefits  based  on  applications  filed  in  or 

10  after  such  month. 

11  INTERRELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  VETERANS'  BENEFITS  AND 


12  INCREASED  SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFITS 

13  Sec.  16.  (a)  Section  503  of  title  38,  United  States 

14  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)"  after  "503",  and  by 

15  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

16  "(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a), 

17  in  the  case  of  any  individual — 

18  "(1)  wn0  for  the  first  month  after  the  month  in 

19  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964  is  en- 

20  acted,  is  entitled  to  a  monthly  insurance  benefit  under 

21  section  202  or  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

22  "(%)  who,  for  such  month,  is  entitled  to  a  monthly 

23  benefit  payable  under  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  and 

24  "(3)  whose  insurance  benefit  referred  to  in  clause 


1  (1 )  for  any  subsequent  month  is  increased  by  reason  of 

2  the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 

3  1964, 

4  there  shall  not  be  counted,  in  determining  the  annual  income 

5  of  such  individual  under  this  chapter,  so  much  of  the  in- 

6  surance  benefit  referred  to  in  clause  (1)  for  any  subsequent 

7  month  as  is  equal  to  the  amount  by  which  such  insurance  bene- 

8  fit  is  increased  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  the  Social 

9  Security  Amendments  of  1964." 

10  (b )  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  appli- 

11  cable  in  determining  income  received  for  months  after  the  first 

12  month  following  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security 

13  Amendments  of  1964  is  enacted. 

14  AMENDMENT  TO  DEFINITIONS  OF  ASSISTANCE  UNDER 

15  TITLES  I  AND  XVI  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

16  Sec.  17.  (a)(1)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Social  Security 

17  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

18  uSec.  6.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  (old- 

19  age  assistance'  means  money  payments  to,  or  ( if  provided  in 

20  or  after  the  third  month  before  the  month  in  which  the  re- 

21  cipient  makes  application  for  assistance)  medical  care  in  be- 

22  half  of  or  any  type  of  remedial  care  recognized  under  State 
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1  law  in  behalf  of,  needy  individuals  who  are  sixty-five  years 

2  of  age  or  older,  but  does  not  include  any  such  payments  to  or 

3  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public 

4  institution  (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution)  ." 

5  (2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  6  is  amended  by 

6  striking  out  all  that  follows  clause  (12)  thereof,  and  insert- 

7  ing  ipi  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "except  that  such  term  does 

8  not  include  any  such  payments  with  respect  to  care  or  services 

9  for  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  institution 

10  ( except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution ) ." 

11  (b)(1)  Section  1605(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to  read 

12  as  follows: 

13  "Sec.  1605.  (a)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'aid 

14  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled'  means  money  payments  to,  or 

15  (if  provided  in  or  after  the  third  month  before  the  month  in 

16  which  the  recipient  makes  application  for  aid)  medical  care 

17  in  behalf  of  or  any  type  of  remedial  care  recognized  under 

18  State  law  in  behalf  of,  needy  individuals  who  are  65  years  of 

19  age  or  older,  are  blind,  or  are  18  years  of  age  or  over  and 

20  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  but  such  term  does  not 

21  include — 

22  "(1)  in  the  case  of  any  individual,  any  such  pay- 
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1  ments  to  or  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual  who  is  an  in- 

2  mate  of  a  public  institution  (except  as  a  patient  in  a 

3  medical  institution)  ;  or 

4  "(2)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who  has  not  at- 

5  tained  65  years  of  age — 

6  "(A)  any  such  payments  to  or  care  in  behalf  of 

7  any  individual  who  is  a  patient  in  an  institution  for 

8  tuberculosis  or  mental  diseases,  or 

9  "(B)  any  such  payments  to  any  individual  who 

10  has  been  diagnosed  as  having  tuberculosis  or  psy- 

11  chosis  and  is  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution  as  a 

12  result  thereof,  or 

13  (C)  any  such  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual, 

14  who  is  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution  as  a  result  of 

15  a  diagnosis  that  he  has  tuberculosis  or  psychosis,  with 

16  respect  to  any  period  after  the  individual  has  been  a 

17  patient  in  such  an  institution,  as  a  result  of  such  diag- 

18  nosis,  for  forty-two  days." 

19  (2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  1605  is  amended  by 


20  striking  out  all  that  follows  clause  (12)  thereof,  and  inserting 

21  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  " except  that  such  term  does  not 

22  include  any  such  payments  with  respect  to  care  or  services 

23  for  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  institution 

24  ( except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution ) " 
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1  INCREASED   MAXIMUM    ON    FEDERAL    PAYMENTS  UNDER 

2  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  TITLES  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

3  Sec.  18.  (a)  Section  3(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Security 

4  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  clauses  (B)  and  (C)  and 

5  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

6  "(B)  the  larger  of  the  following: 

7  "(%){!)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  de- 

8  fined  in  section  1101(a)  (8)  )  of  the  amount  by 

9  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  amount 
10  which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not 
H  counting  so  much  of  such  excess  with  respect  to 

12  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $40  multi- 

13  plied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of  old-age 

14  assistance  for  such  month,  plus  (II)  15  pet 

15  centum  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  during 

16  such  quarter  as  old-age  assistance  under  the 
J?  State  plan  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other 

18  type  of  remedial  care,  not  counting  so  much  of 

19  any  such  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month 

20  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $15  multiplied  by  the 

21  total  number  of  recipients  of  old-age  assistance 

22  for  such  month,  or 

23  "(H)(1)  the  Federal  medical  percentage 

24  (as  defined  in  section  6(c))  of  the  amount  by 
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1  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  maximum 

2  which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not 

3  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditures  with 

4  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  ( a)  the  product 

5  of  $50  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such 

6  recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  su$h  month, 

7  or  (b)  if  smaller,  the  total  expended  as  old-age 

8  assistance  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other 

9  type  of  remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month 

10  plus  the  product  of  $35  multiplied  by  such  total 

11  number  of  such  recipients,  plus  (II)  the  Federal 

12  percentage  of  the  amount  by  which  the  total  of 

13  the  sums  expended  during  such  quarter  as  old- 

14  age  assistance  under  the  State  plan  exceed  the 

15  amount  which  may  be  counted  Under  clause  (A) 

16  and  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  clause 

17  (B)(ii),  not  counting  so  much  of  such  excess 

18  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  prod- 

19  uct  of  $40  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of 

20  such  recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such 

21  month;", 

22  (b)  Section  1603(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 


23  striking  out  clauses  (B)  and  (C)  and  inserting  in  lieu 

24  thereof  the  following: 
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1  "(B)  the  larger  of  the  following: 

2  "(i)(I)  the  Federal  percentage  ( as  defined 

3  in  section  1101(a)  (8)  )  of  the  amount  by  which 

4  such  expenditures  exceed  the  amount  which  may 

5  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not  counting  so 

6  much  of  such  excess  with  respect  to  any  month  as 

7  exceeds  the  product  of  $40  multiplied  by  the 

8  total  number  of  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged, 

9  blind,  or  disabled  for  such  months,  plus  (II) 

10  15  per  centum  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended 

11  during  such  quarter  as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or 

12  disabled  under  the  State  plan  in  the  form  of 

13  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care,  not 

14  counting  so  much  of  any  such  expenditure  with 

15  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of 

16  $15  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients 

17  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for  such 

18  month,  or 

19  "(H)(1)  the  Federal  medical  percentage 

20  (as  defined  in  section  6(c))  of  the  amount  by 

21  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  maximum 

22  which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not 

23  counting  so  much  of  any  expenditures  with 

24  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  (a)  the  product 
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1  of  $50  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such 

2  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled 

3  for  such  month,  or  (b)  if  smaller,  the  total 

4  expended  as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled 

5  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of 

6  remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month  plus 

7  the  product  of  $35  multiplied  by  such  total 

8  number  of  such  recipients,  plus  (II)  the  Federal 

9  percentage  of  the  amount  by  which  the  total  sums 
10  expended  during  such  quarter  as  aid  to  the  aged, 
H  blind,  or  disabled  under  the  State  plan  exceed 

12  the  amount  which  may  be  counted  under  clause 

13  (A)  and  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  clause 

14  (B)(ii),  not  counting  so  much  of  such  excess 

15  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 

16  of  $40  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  re- 

17  cipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for 
IS  such  month/' '. 

19  (c)  Section  1003  (a)  (1)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

20  by  striking  out  "$70"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$75". 

21  (d)  Section  1403(a)  (1)  (B)  of  such  Act  is  amended 

22  by  striking  out  "$70"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$75" . 

23  (e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  in 
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1  the  case  of  expenditures  made  after  September  30,  1964, 

2  under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI 

3  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  29,  1964. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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AUTHORIZATION    FOR  PRIVILEGE 
OP  THE  FLOOR 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  during  the 
discussion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  in- 
crease benefits  under  the  Federal  Old- 
Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance 
System,  to  provide  child's  insurance 
benefits  beyond  age  18  while  in  school, 
to  provide  widow's  benefits  at  age  60  on 
a  reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits  for 
certain  individuals  not  otherwise  eligible 
at  age  72,  to  improve  the  actuarial 
status  of  the  trust  funds,  to  extend  cover- 
age, and  for  other  purposes,  Mr.  Fred 
Arner  and  Miss  Helen  Livingston,  both 
of  the  Education  and  Public  Welfare  Di- 
vision of  the  Legislative  Reference  Serv- 
ice, Library  of  Congress,  be  permitted  to 
be  present  in  the  Chamber. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OP  1964 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Nel- 
son in  the  chair).  Is  there  further 
morning  business?  If  not,  morning  busi- 
ness is  closed. 

The  Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the 
unfinished  business,  H.R.  11380,  the  For- 
eign Assistance  Act  of  1965,  which,  under 
the  order  of  August  21,  1964,  will  be  laid 
aside  temporarily  so  that  the  Senate  may 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  H.R. 
11865,  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1964,  which  will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
11865)  to  increase  benefits  under  the 
Federal  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system,  to  provide  child's  in- 
surance benefits  beyond  age  18  while  in 
school,  to  provide  widow's  benefits  at  age 
60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits 
for  certain  individuals  not  otherwise  eli- 
gible at  age  72,  to  improve  the  actuarial 
status  of  the  trust  fund,  to  extend  cov- 
erage, and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill,  which  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  with  amend- 
ments. 

Mr.  INOUYE.  Mr.  President.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system, 
to  provide  child's  insurance  benefits  be- 
yond age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide 
widow's  benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced 
basis,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain  In- 
dividuals not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72, 
to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the 
trust  funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent ■ 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  briefly? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.   I  yield. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, during  the  past  week,  a  personal 
tragedy  befell  the  chairman  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
in  the  loss  of  his  lifetime  partner,  his 
beloved  wife. 

In  his  absence,  I  present  the  proposed 
amendment  to  the  Social  Security  Act, 
entitled  "Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1964." 

The  purpose  of  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964  is,  broadly,  to  im- 
prove the  benefit  and  financing  structure 
of  the  Federal  old-age,  survivors,  and 
disability  insurance  system  and  to  enable 
States  to  improve  their  federally 
matched  public  assistance  programs  for 
the  needy  aged,  blind,  and  disabled. 
Very  briefly,  the  bill  accomplishes  this 
purpose  in  the  following  ways. 

First.  In  recognition  of  changes  in  the 
economy  since  the  last  across-the-board 
increase  was  made  in  1958,  the  bill  pro- 
vides a  5 -percent  increase  in  the  amount 
of  benefits  for  the  20  million  beneficiaries 
now  on  the  rolls  and  corresponding  in- 
creases for  all  future  beneficiaries. 
Monthly  payments  would  range  from  $42 
to  $133.40  now  for  primary  beneficiaries, 
as  compared  with  $40  to  $127  under  pres- 
ent law,  and  survivors  and  dependents 
benefits  would  also  be  proportionately  in- 
creased. Eventually,  as  the  full  new 
wage  base  is  realized,  the  maximum  pri- 
mary benefit  would  rise  to  $143.40.  An- 
other effect  would  be  to  raise  the  ceiling 
on  the  total  amount  of  family  benefits 
payable  on  a  worker's  earnings  record 
from  its  present  range  of  $60  to  $254, 
depending  upon  the  worker's  average 
monthly  earnings  to  a  range  of  $63  to 
$281.20. 

For  the  first  full  year,  1965,  it  is  esti- 
mated that  $925  million  in  additional 
benefit  amounts  would  be  paid  as  a  result 
of  this  5-percent  increase. 

The  committee  has  added  an  amend- 
ment so  that  people  on  the  railroad  re- 
tirement rolls  whose  benefits  are  deter- 
mined by  the  so-called  social  security 
minimum  guarantee  provision  of  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act  would  also  be 
appropriately  increased.  It  has  also 
acted  to  prevent  certain  VA  pensioners 
from  incurring  a  reduction  in,  or  com- 
plete loss  of  entitlement  to,  their  pen- 
sions because  of  the  social  security  bene- 
fit increases. 

The  committee  bill  will  make  certain 
people  now  in  their  seventies  or  older, 
who  cannot  now  qualify  for  benefits  be- 
cause they  do  not  have  the  minimum  of 
6  quarters  of  coverage  required  in  exist- 


ing law,  eligible  for  a  special  benefit. 
Most  of  these  elderly  people  had  already 
reached  retirement  age  in  1954  and  can- 
not meet  the  6-quarter  minimum  because 
the  jobs  in  which  they  spent  their  work- 
ing lives  were  excluded  from  social  secu- 
rity coverage  while  they  were  working. 
The  bill  would  liberalize  the  eligibility 
requirement  so  that  some  400,000  of  our 
oldest  workers,  wives,  and  widows  will 
qualify  for  benefits  at  age  72  if  they  have 
as  little  as  3  quarters  of  coverage  ac- 
quired at  any  time  during  their  working 
life. 

Recognizing  the  fact  that  many  women 
are  widowed  for  many  years  after  having 
left  the  labor  market  to  become  house- 
wives and  mothers,  and  therefore  lack 
skills  necessary  to  qualify  for  suitable 
employment,  the  reported  bill  would  pro- 
vide for  the  payment  of  widow's  benefits 
beginning  at  age  60,  with  the  benefits 
actuarially  reduced  to  take  account  of  the 
longer  period  over  which  they  would  be 
paid.  Under  existing  law,  widows  are  en- 
titled to  full  benefits  at  age  62.  The 
amount  of  the  reduction  is  sufficient  to 
assure  that,  over  the  long  run,  there  will 
be  no  additional  cost  to  the  social  secu- 
rity system  as  a  result  of  this  change. 
An  estimated  180,000  widows  are  ex- 
pected to  claim  benefits  during  the  first 
year  of  operation. 

To  help  children  continue  in  school, 
the  bill  also  provides  for  the  payment  of 
a  social  security  or  railroad  retirement 
child's  benefit  beyond  age  18  and  up  to 
age  22  if  the  child  is  in  a  public  or  ac- 
credited school.  School  is  defined 
broadly  to  permit  payments  to  students 
taking  vocational  or  academic  courses. 
The  committee  believes  that,  with  the 
present  need  to  encourage  young  people 
to  remain  in  school  and  with  many  em- 
ployers requiring  more  than  a  high 
school  education,  it  is  appropriate  and 
desirable  to  provide  these  benefits  for 
children  in  this  age  group  who  are  full- 
time  students,  most  of  whom  have  suf- 
fered the  loss  of  parental  support  be- 
cause of  the  death,  retirement,  or  severe 
disability  of  the  father.  According  to 
estimates,  around  270,000  young  people 
will  benefit  from  this  provision  in  the 
amount  of  $175  million  in  1965. 

Consistent  with  the  policies  established 
by  the  Congress  through  the  years,  the 
improvements  made  by  the  bill  will  be 
adequately  financed  and  the  program 
will  continue  to  be  self-supporting  on  a 
sound  actuarial  basis.  To  this  end,  the 
committee's  bill  raises  the  limitation  on 
the  annual  amount  of  a  worker's  earn- 
ings that  is  subject  to  tax — generally  re- 
ferred to  as  the  earnings  base — from  the 
present  $4,800  to  $5,400,  beginning  Jan- 
uary 1,  1965.  Moreover,  the  tax  rate 
schedule  under  existing  law  has  been 
changed  to  bring  more  revenue  into  the 
system  and  to  make  more  gradual  the 
scheduled  increases  in  existing  law.  This 
latter  aspect  is  illustrated  by  the  fact 
that  the  tax  rates  for  1966  through  1970 
are  less  than  those  scheduled  under  cur- 
rent law.  To  bring  the  disability  fund 
within  the  allowable  limits  of  actuarial 
soundness,  the  bill  also  provides  for 
tranfer  of  revenue  from  the  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  trust  fund.  The  net 
effect  of  the  bill  is  to  improve  the  actu- 
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arial  soundness  of  the  whole  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  pro- 
gram. 

Certain  liberalizations  as  to  the  social 
security  coverage  of  State  and  local  em- 
ployees are  effectuated  by  the  committee 
bill.  Moreover,  the  maximum  amount 
of  gross  farm  income  that  self-employed 
farmers  may  use  in  computing  covered 
farm  income,  under  the  optional  report- 
ing method  based  on  gross  income,  would 
be  increased  from  $1,800  to  $2,400,  effec- 
tive with  respect  to  taxable  years  ending 
after  December  31, 1964. 

The  committee  deleted  the  provision 
in  the  House  bill  extending  coverage  to 
self-employed  physicians  because  the 
national  association  representing  70  per- 
cent of  the  physicians  in  the  United 
States  has,  once  again,  indicated  its  op- 
position to  the  inclusion  of  self-employed 
physicians. 

The  committee  has  also  deleted  the 
House  provision  which  would  have  re- 
pealed the  longstanding  prohibition 
against  the  social  security  coverage  of 
policemen  and  firemen  under  State  and 
local  retirement  systems.  The  commit- 
tee believes  the  present  method  of  pro- 
viding such  coverage  on  a  State-by-State 
basis  offers  both  an  opportunity  for  those 
who  wish  coverage  to  obtain  it  while  it 
continues  the  safeguards  which  orga- 
nizations representing  policemen  and 
firemen  believe  are  necessary  to  pre- 
serve the  integrity  of  their  unique  re- 
tirement systems. 

Finally,  the  committee  struck  the  sec- 
tion of  the  House  bill  providing  for  the 
coverage  of  cash  tips.  The  committee 
was  not  altogether  convinced  that  this 
was  a  workable  provision,  and  believes 
that  it  might  unduly  burden  employers 
and  employees  and  tend  to  disrupt  tradi- 
tional working  relationships  in  indus- 
tries where  tipping  plays  a  major  role. 

Moreover,  to  encourage  States  to  make 
commensurate  upward  adjustments  in 
their  payments  to  needy  people  on  State 
public  assistance  programs  for  the  aged, 
the  blind,  and  the  disabled,  the  commit- 
tee bill  would  increase  the  maximum 
amount  which  will  be  matched  by  the 
Federal  Government  by  $5  per  month  per 
individual.  It  thus  increases  the  match- 
ing maximum  from  $70  to  $75  a  month 
for  the  needy,  blind,  and  disabled,  and 
an  equivalent  amount  for  old-age  as- 
sistance where  a  special  provision  of  $15 
of  medical  matching  in  existing  law 
brings  the  maximum  to  $90  a  month. 
The  Federal  cost  of  this  proposal  will 
be  about  $35  million  a  year. 

Because  it  believes  that  the  historical 
exclusion  for  Federal  matching  of  aged 
recipients  who  are  in  mental  and  tuber- 
culosis institutions  is  no  longer  war- 
ranted, the  committe  bill  removes  this 
exclusion  The  existing  discrimination 
against  aged  persons  with  those  diseases 
seems  out  of  spirit  with  other  Federal 
legislative  action  in  this  area.  The  com- 
mittee earnestly  believes,  however,  that 
this  additional  financing  should  provide 
better  care  for  afflicted  individuals, 
rather  than  serve  as  a  replacement  for 
State  funds  now  being  expended  for  this 
purpose. 

The  cost  of  this  proposal  is  estimated 
at  about  $150  million  a  year. 


Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  committee  amendments  to 
the  bill  be  agreed  to  en  bloc  and  that  the 
bill  as  amended  be  considered  as  original 
text  for  the  purpose  of  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
the  amendments  are  agreed  to  en  bloc. 

The  committee  amendments  agreed  to 
en  bloc  are  as  follows : 

On  page  17,  line  7,  after  the  word  "bene- 
fit", to  strike  out  "whether"  and  insert 
"(whether";  on  page  21,  line  5,  after  "(b)", 
to  strike  out  "(and  section  202  (m) ) ";  on 
page  22,  line  9,  after  the  word  "enacted",  to 
insert  "on  the  basis  of  applications  filed  in 
or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  en- 
acted"; on  page  29,  after  line  7,  to  strike  out: 
"coverage  for  doctors  of  medicine 

"Sec  8.  (a)(1)  Section  211(c)(5)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"'(5)  The  performance  of  service  by  an 
individual  in  the  exercise  of  his  profession  as 
a  Christian  Science  practitioner.' 

"(2)  Section  211(c)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  the  last  two  sen- 
tences and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  or 
(5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other  than 
service  performed  by  a  member  of  a  religious 
order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a 
member  of  such  order)  performed  by  an  in- 
dividual during  the  period  for  which  a  certi- 
ficate filed  by  him  under  section  1402(e)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  in 
effect.' 

"(3)  Section  210(a)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ',  other 
than  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  or  a  medi- 
cal or  dental  resident  in  training'. 

"(4)  Section  210(a)  (13)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  the 
first  semicolon. 

"(b)(1)  Section  1402  (c)(5)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to 
definition  of  trade  or  business)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

"  '(5)  the  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual in  the  exercise  of  his  profession  as 
a  Christian  Science  practitioner.' 

"(2)  Section  1402(c)  of  such  Code  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  striking  out  the  last  two 
sentences  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  'The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4) 
or  (5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other  than 
service  performed  by  a  member  of  a  religious 
order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a 
member  of  such  order)  performed  by  an 
individual  during  the  period  for  which  a 
certificate  filed  by  him  under  subsection  (e) 
is  in  effect.' 

"(3)  (A)  Section  1402  (e)  (1)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  filing  of  waiver  certificate  by 
ministers,  members  of  religious  orders,  and 
Christian  Science  practitioners)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  'extended  to  service'  and  all 
that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'ex- 
tended to  service  described  in  subsection 
(c)  (4)  or  (c)  (5)  performed  by  him.' 

"(B)  Clause  (A)  of  section  1402(e)(2)  of 
such  Code  (relating  to  time  for  filing  waiver 
certificate)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
'(A)  the  due  date  of  the  return  (including 
any  extension  thereof)  for  his  second  taxable 
year  ending  after  1954  for  which  he  has  net 
earnings  from  self -employment  (computed 
without  regard  to  subsection  (c)  (4)  and 
(c)  (5)  of  $400  or  more,  any  part  of  which 
was  derived,  from  the  performance  of  service 
described  in  subsection  (c)(4)  or  (c)  (5) ;  or'. 

"(4)  Section  3121  (b)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  definition  of  employment) 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ',  other 
than  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  or  a  medi- 
cal or  dental  resident  in  training'. 


"(6)  Section  3121(b)  (13)  of  such  Code  is 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  the 
first  semicolon. 

"(c)  The  amendments  made  by  para- 
graphs (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (a),  and 
by  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  subsec- 
tion (b),  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to 
taxable  years  ending  after  December  31, 
1964.  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs 
(3)  and  (4)  of  subsection  (a),  and  by  para- 
graphs (4)  and  (5)  of  subsection  (b),  shall 
apply  only  with  respect  to  services  performed 
after  1964." 

On  page  32,  after  line  2,  to  strike  out: 
"coverage  of  tips 

"Sec.  9.  (a)(1)  Section  209  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  'or' 
at  the  end  of  subsection  (i) ,  by  striking  out 
the  period  at  the  end  of  subsection  (J)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ';  or  ',  and  by  add- 
ing immediately  after  subsection  (J)  the  fol- 
lowing new  subsection: 

"'(k)(l)  Tips  paid  in  any  medium  other 
than  cash; 

"'(2)  Cash  tips  received  by  an  employee 
in  any  calendar  month  in  the  course  of  his 
employment  by  an  employer  unless  the 
amount  of  such  cash  tips  is  $20  or  more.' 

"(2)  Section  209  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  paragraph: 

"  'For  purposes  of  this  title,  tips  received 
by  an  employee  in  the  course  of  his  employ- 
ment, on  his  own  behalf  and  not  on  behalf 
of  another  person,  shall  be  considered  re- 
muneration for  employment,  whether  such 
tips  are  received  by  the  employee  directly 
from  a  person  other  than  his  employer  or 
are  paid  over  to  the  employee  by  his  em- 
ployer. Such  tips  shall  be  deemed  to  be  paid 
to  the  employee  by  the  employer,  and  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  so  paid  at  the  time  a  written 
statement  including  such  tips  is  furnished 
to  the  employer  pursuant  to  section  6053  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  or  (if  no 
statement  including  such  tips  is  so  fur- 
nished) at  the  close  of  the  10th  day  follow- 
ing the  calendar  month  in  which  they  were 
received.' 

"(b)(1)  Section  3102  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  deduc- 
tion of  tax  from  wages)  is  amended  by  add- 
ing at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

"'(c) Special  Rule  For  Tips. — In  the  case 
of  tips  which  constitute  wages,  subsection 
(a)  shall  be  applicable  only  to  such  tips  as 
are  included  in  a  written  statement  fur- 
nished to  the  employer  pursuant  to  section 
6053,  and  only  to  the  extent  that  collection 
can  be  made  by  the  employer,  at  or  after 
the  time  such  statement  is  so  furnished  and 
before  the  close  of  the  10th  day  following 
the  calendar  month  in  which  the  tips  were 
received,  by  deducting  the  amount  of  the 
tax  from  such  wages  of  the  employee  (exclu- 
sive of  tips,  but  including  funds  turned  over 
by  the  employee  to  the  employer  for  the 
purpose  of  such  deduction)  as  are  under 
control  of  the  employer.' 

"(2)  Section  3121(a)  of  such  Code  (relat- 
ing to  the  definition  of  wages  under  the  Fed- 
eral Insurance  Contributions  Act)  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'or'  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (9) ,  by  striking  out  the  period  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  (10)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ';  or',  and  by  adding  after  para- 
graph (10)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"'(11)  (A)  tips  paid  in  any  medium  other 
than  cash; 

"  '(B)  cash  tips  received  by  an  employee  in 
any  calendar  month  in  the  course  of  his 
employment  by  an  employer  unless  the 
amount  of  such  cash  tips  is  $20  or  more.' 

"(3)  Section  3121  of  such  Code  is  further 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"'(q)  Tips.  Tips  received  by  an  employee 
in  the  course  of  his  employment,  on  his 
own  behalf  and  not  on  behalf  of  another 
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person,  shall  be  considered  remuneration  for 
"employment,  whether  such  tips  are  received 
by  the  employee  directly  from  a  person  other 
than  his  employer  or  are  paid  over  to  the 
employee  by  his  employer.  Such  tips  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  paid  to  the  employee  by 
the  employer,  and  shall  be  deemed  to  be  so 
paid  at  the  time  a  written  statement  includ- 
ing such  tips  is  furnished  to  the  employer 
pursuant  to  section  6053  or  (if  no  statement 
including  such  tips  is  so  furnished)  at  the 
close  of  the  10th  day  following  the  calendar 
month  in  which  they  were  received.' 

"(c)  (1)  Section  6051(a)  of  such  Code  (re- 
lating to  receipts  for  employees)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  'In  the  case  of  tips  received 
by  an  employee  in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment, the  amounts  required  to  be  shown 
by  paragraph  (5)  shall  include  only  such 
tips  as  are  reported  by  the  employee  to  the 
employer  pursuant  to  section  6053.' 

"(2)  (A)  Subpart  C  of  part  III  of  sub- 
chapter A  of  chapter  61  of  such  Code  (relat- 
ing to  information  regarding  wages  paid  em- 
ployees) is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  section: 

"'Sec.  6053.  Reporting  op  tips. 

"  'Every  employee,  who  in  the  course  of 
his  employment  by  an  employer,  receives  in 
any  calendar  month  tips  which  are  wages 
as  defined  in  section  3121(a)  shall  report  all 
such  tips  in  one  or  more  written  statements 
furnished,  to  his  employer.  For  purposes  of 
sections  3111,  6051(a),  and  6652(c),  tips 
received  in  any  calendar  month  shall  be  con- 
sidered reported  pursuant  to  this  section 
only  if  they  are  included  in  such  a  state- 
ment furnished  to  the  employer  on  or  before 
the  10th  day  following  such  month  and  only 
to  the  extent  that  the  tax  Imposed  with 
respect  to  such  tips  by  section  3101  can  be 
collected  by  the  employer  under  section  3102. 
Such  statements  shall  be  furnished  by  the 
employee  under  such  regulations,  at  such 
other  times  before  such  10th  day,  and  in 
such  form  and  manner,  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate.' 

"(B)  The  table  of  sections  for  such  sub- 
part C  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

"  'Sec.  6053.  Reporting  of  tips.' 

"(3)  Section  6652  of  such  Code  (relating  to 
failure  to  file  certain  information  returns) 
is  amended  by  redesignating  ^subsection  (c) 
as  subsection  (d)  and  by  inserting  after  sub- 
section (b)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"'(c)  Failure  To  Report  Tips.  In  the 
case  of  tips  to  which  the  first  sentence  of 
section  6053  is  applicable,  if  the  employee 
fails  to  report  any  of  such  tips  to  the  em- 
ployer pursuant  to  such  section,  unless  it  is 
shown  that  such  failure  is  due  to  reason- 
able cause  and  not  due  to  willful  neglect, 
there  shall  be  paid  by  the  employee,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  tax  imposed  by  section  3101  with 
respect  to  the  amount  of  the  tips  which 
he  so  failed  to  report,  an  amount  equal  to 
such  tax.' 

"(d)  Section  3111  of  such  Code  (relating 
to  rate  of  tax  on  employers  under  the  Fed- 
eral Insurance  Contributions  Act),  as 
amended  by  section  16  of  this  Act,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  (after 
and  below  paragraph  (4) )  the  following  new 
sentence : 

"  'In  the  case  of  tips  which  constitute 
wages,  the  tax  imposed  by  this  section  shall 
be  applicable  only  to  such  tips  as  are  re- 
ported by  the  employee  to  the  taxpayer  pur- 
suant to  section  6053.' 

"(e)  The  second  sentence  of  section  3102 
(a)  of  such  Code  (relating  to  requirement  of 
deduction)  is  amended  by  inserting  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
';  and  an  employer  who  is  furnished  by  an 
employee  a  written  statement  of  tips  (re- 
ceived in  a  calendar  month)  to  which  para- 


graph (11)  (B)  of  section  3121(a)  is  appli- 
cable may  deduct  an  amount  equivalent  to 
such  tax  with  respect  to  such  tips  from  any 
wages  of  the  employee  (exclusive  of  tips)  un- 
der his  control,  even  though  at  the  time  such 
statement  Is  furnished  the  total  amount  of 
the  tips  so  reported  by  the  employee  as  re- 
reived  in  such  calendar  month  in  the  course 
of  his  employment  by  such  employer  is  less 
than  $20'. 

"(f)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  tips  re- 
ceived by  employees  after  1964." 

On  page  37,  at  the  beginning  of  line  20,  to 
change  the  section  number  from  "10"  to  "8"; 
on  page  38,  after  line  8,  to  strike  out: 
"elimination  op  prohibition  against  cover- 
age OF  POLICEMEN  AND  FIREMEN 

"Sec.  11.  (a)  Subparagraph  (A)  of  section 
218(d)  (5)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

"'(A)  For  purposes  of  this  subsection,  a 
retirement  system  which  covers — 

"'(i)  positions  of  policemen  and  firemen, 

or 

"  '(ii)  positions  of  policemen  or  firemen,  or 
both,  and  other  positions, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  separate  retirement 
system  with  respect  to  the  positions  of  such 
policemen  or  firemen,  or  both,  as  the  State 
desires,  and  no  positions  of  persons  other 
than  policemen  or  firemen  may  be  included 
in  any  such  separate  retirement  system.' 

"(b)  Section  218(d)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended — 

"(1)  by  striking  out  ',  and  except  in  the 
case  of  positions  excluded  by  paragraph  (5) 
(A) '  in  the  first  sentence;  and 

"(2)  by  striking  out  '(other  than  a  posi- 
tion excluded  by  paragraph  (5)  (A))'  in  the 
second  sentence. 

"(c)  Section  218(d)(3)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'excluded  by  or  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (5) '  each  place  it  appears 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'excluded  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (5) '. 

"(d)(1)  Section  218(d)(7)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'excluded  by  or  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (5) '  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  'excluded  pursuant  to  paragraph  (3) '. 

"(2)  Section  218(d)  (8)  (D)  of  such  Act  is 
repealed. 

"(e)  Section  218(k)(3)  of  such  Act  is 
repealed. 

"(f)  Section  218(p)  of  such  Act  is  repealed. 

"(g)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  only  in  the  case  of  agree- 
ments or  modifications  agreed  to  after  No- 
vember 30,  1964. 

On  page  39,  at  the  beginning  of  line  22,  to 
change  the  section  number  from  "12"  to  "9"; 
on  page  40,  at  the  beginning  of  line  6,  to 
change  the  section  number  from  "13"  to  "10"; 
at  the  beginning  of  line  11,  to  change  the 
section  number  from  "14"  to  "11";  on  page 
41,  at  the  beginning  of  line  11,  to  change  the 
section  number  from  "15"  to,  "12";  on  page 
44,  at  the  beginning  of  line  21,  to  change  the 
section  number  from  "16"  to  "13";  on  page 
47,  after  line  11,  to  strike  out: 

"(d)(1)  The  proviso  in  section  3201  of 
such  Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  em- 
ployees under  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act) 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  'at  such  time' 
the  following:  '(determined  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  3101  as  in  eflect  of  June  1, 
1964)'. 

"(2)  The  proviso  in  section  3211  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  rate  of  tax  on  employee 
representatives  under  Railroad  Retirement 
Tax  Act)  is  amended  by  inserting  after  'at 
such  time'  the  following:  '(determined  under 
the  provisions  of  section  3101  as  in  effect  on 
June  1,  1964)'. 

"(3)  Section  3221(b)  of  such  Code  (relat- 
ing to  rate  of  tax  on  employers  under  Rail- 
road Retirement  Tax  Act)  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  'at  such  time'  the  following: 
'(determined  under  the  provisions  of  section 
3111  as  in  effect  on  June  1,  1964) '." 


On  page  48,  at  the  beginning  of  line  3,  to 
strike  out  "(c)  "  and  insert  "(d)  ";  after  line  7, 
to  insert  a  new  section,  as  follows: 

"AMENDMENT  PRESERVING  RELATIONSHIP  BE- 
TWEEN RAILROAD  RETIREMENT  AND  OLD-AGE, 
SURVIVORS,  AND  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYS- 
TEMS 

"Sec  14.  (a)  Section  l(q)  of  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  '1961'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
'1964'. 

"(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  5(j)  of 
such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  'ex- 
cept that  this  sentence  shall  not  operate  to 
prevent  the  payment  of  an  annuity  to  an  in- 
dividual for  a  month  solely  because  during 
such  month  he  ceases  to  be  a  "full-time"  '. 

"(c)  Section  5(1)  (1)  (ii)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  after  'years  of  age'  the 
following:  ',  or  shall  be  a  full-time  student 
and  less  than  twenty-two  years  of  age'. 

"(d)  Section  (5)(1)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  '.  The  term 
"full-time  student"  shall  for  the  purposes  of 
this  section  have  the  meaning  ascribed  to  it 
by  section  202(d)(8)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  and  the  references  to  the  Secretary 
therein  shall  be  deemed  to  be  references  to 
the  Board.    For  the  purposes  of  subsection 

(e)  of  section  2,  and  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section,  a  child  who  has  attained  the  age  of 
eighteen  years  and  who  is  not  under  a  disa- 
bility which  began  before  the  child  attained 
age  eighteen,  shall  be  deemed  not  entitled  to 
benefits  under  subsection  (c)  of  this  section'. 

"(e)  Section  5(1)  (9)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'after  1958  is  less 
than  $4,800'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  'after  1958  and  before  1965 
is  less  than  $4,800,  or  for  any  calendar  year 
after  1964  is  less  than  $5,400';  and  by  strik- 
ing out  'and  $4,800  for  years  after  1958',  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  '$4,800 
for  years  after  1958  and  before  1965,  and 
$5,400  for  years  after  1964'. 

"(f)  The  amendments  made  by  subsec- 
tions (b)  and  (c)  shall  be  effective  with  re- 
spect to  annuities  under  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1937  for  months  after  the  month 
in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  but  only  (ex- 
cept as  provided  in  the  next  sentence)  on 
the  basis  of  an  application  filed  with  the 
Board  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this 
Act  is  enacted.  In  the  case  of  an  individual 
who  was  entitled  to  an  annuity  under  sec- 
tion 5  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of 
1937  for  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 
enacted  such  amendments  shall  apply  to  an- 
nuities for  months  after  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted. 

On  page  50,  after  line  2,  to  insert  a  new 
section,  as  follows: 

"EXTENSION  OP  PERIOD  FOR  FILING  PROOF  OF 
SUPPORT  AND  APPLICATIONS  FOR  LUMP-SUM 
DEATH  PAYMENT 

"Sec.  15.  (a)  Subsection  (p)  of  section  202 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

"  'Extension  of  Period  for  Filing  Proof  of 
Support  and  Applications  for  Lump-Sum 
Death  Payment 

"'(p)  In  any  case  in  which  there  is  a 
failure — 

"'(1)  to  file  proof  of  support  under  sub- 
paragraph (C)  of  subsection  (c)(1),  clause 
(i)  or  (ii)  of  subparagraph  (D)  of  subsection 

(f)  (1),  or  subparagraph  (B)  of  subsection 
(h)(1),  or  under  clause  (B)  of  subsection 
(f)  (1)  of  this  section  as  in  effect  prior  to 
the  Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of  1950, 
within  the  period  prescribed  by  such  sub- 
paragraph or  clause,  or 

"  '(2)  to  file,  in  the  case  of  a  death  after 
1946,  application  for  a  lump-sum  death  pay- 
ment under  subsection  (i),  or  under  subsec- 
tion (g)  of  this  section  as  in  effect  prior  to 
the  Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of  1950, 
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within  the  period  prescribed  by  such  sub- 
section, 

any  such  proof  or  application,  as  the  case 
may  be.  which  is  filed  after  the  expira- 
tion of  such  period  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  filed  within  such  period  If  It  Is  shown 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  that  there 
was  good  cause  for  failure  to  file  such  proof 
of  application  within  such  period.  The  de- 
termination of  what  constitutes  good  cause 
for  purposes  of  this  subsection  shall  be  made 
in  accordance  with  regulations  of  the  Secre- 
tary.' 

"(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  (1) 
applications  for  lump-sum  death,  payments 
filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act 
Is  enacted,  and  (2)  monthly  benefits  based 
on  applications  filed  in  or  after  such  month." 

On  page  51,  after  line  10,  to  insert  a  new 
section,  as  follows: 

"INTERRELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  VETERANS'  BENE- 
FITS AND  INCREASED  SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFITS 

"Sec.  16.  (a)  Section  503  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  '(a)' 
after  '503.',  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following : 

"(b)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (a),  in  the  case  of  any  individ- 
ual— 

"  '  ( 1 )  who  for  the  first  month  after  the 
month  In  which  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1964  is  enacted,  is  entitled  to  a 
monthly  insurance  benefit  under  section  202 
or  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

"  '(2)  who,  for  such  month,  is  entitled  to 
a  monthly  benefit  payable  under  the  pro- 
visions of  this  chapter,  and 

"'(3)  whose  insurance  benefit  referred  to 
In  clause  (1)  for  any  subsequent  month  is 
increased  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of 
the' Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964, 

there  shall  not  be  counted,  in  determining 
the  annual  income  of  such  individual  under 
this  chapter,  so  much  of  the  insurance  bene- 
fit referred  to  in  clause  (1)  for  any  subse- 
quent month  as  is  equal  to  the  amount  by 
which  such  insurance  benefit  Is  increased 
by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1964.' 

"(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  applicable  in  determining  in- 
come received  for  months  after  the  first 
month  following  the  month  In  which  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964  is  en- 
acted." 

On  page  52,  after  line  13,  insert  a  new 
section,  as  follows: 

"AMENDMENT  TO  DEFINITIONS  OF  ASSISTANCE 
UNDER  TITLES  I  AND  XVI  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECU- 
RITY ACT 

"Sec.  17.  (a)  (1)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"  'Sec.  6.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
the  term  "old-age  assistance"  means  money 
payments  to,  or  (if  provided  in  or  after  the 
third  month  before  the  month  in  which  the 
recipient  makes  application  for  assistance) 
medical  care  in  behalf  of  or  any  type  of 
remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law  in 
behalf  of,  needy  individuals  who  are  sixty- 
five  years  of  age  or  older,  but  does  not  in- 
clude any  such  payments  to  or  care  in  behalf 
of  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a 
public  institution  (except  as  a  patient  in  a 
medical  institution) .' 

"(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  6  is 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows 
clause  (12)  thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  'except  that  such  term 
does  not  include  any  such  payments  with 
respect  to  care  or  services  for  any  indi- 
vidual who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  Institu- 
tion (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  in- 
stitution) .' 

"(b)(1)  Section  1605(a)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"  'Sec.  1605.  (a)  For  purposes  of  this  title, 


the  term  "aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled" 
means  money  payments  to,  or  (if  provided 
In  or  after  the  third  month  before  the 
month  in  which  the  recipient  makes  ap- 
plication for  aid)  medical  care  in  behalf  of 
or  any  type  of  remedial  care  recognized  under 
State  law  in  behalf  of,  needy  individuals 
who  are  65  years  of  age  or  older,  are  blind, 
or  are  18  years  of  age  or  over  and  perma- 
nently and  totally  disabled,  but  such  term 
does  not  Include — 

"'(1)  in  the  case  of  any  individual,  any 
such  payments  to  or  care  in  behalf  of  any 
individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  in- 
stitution (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical 
institution) ;  or 

"'(2)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who 
has  not  attained  65  years  of  age — - 

"'(A)  any  such  payments  to  or  care  in 
behalf  of  any  individual  who  is  a  patient 
in  an  institution  for  tuberculosis  or  mental 
diseases,  or 

"'(B)  any  such  payments  to  any  indi- 
vidual who  has  been  diagnosed  as  having 
tuberculosis  or  psychosis  and  is  a  patient  in 
a  medical  institution  as  a  result  thereof, 
or 

"  '(C)  any  such  care  in  behalf  of  any  in- 
dividual, who  is  a  patient  in  a  medical  in- 
stitution as  a  result  of  a  diagnosis  that  he 
has  tuberculosis  or  psychosis,  with  respect 
to  any  period  after  the  individual  has  been 
a  patient  in  such  an  institution,  as  a  result 
of  such  diagnosis,  for  forty-two  days.' 

"(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  1605 
is  amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows 
clause  (12)  thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  'except  that  such 
term  does  not  include  any  such  payments 
with  respect  to  care  or  services  for  any  in- 
dividual who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  in- 
stitution (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical 
institution) .' 

And,  at  the  top  of  page  55,  to  insert  a 
new  section,  as  follows: 

"INCREASED  MAXIMUM  ON  FEDERAL  PAYMENTS 
UNDER  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  TITLES  OF  THE  SO- 
CIAL SECURITY  ACT 

"Sec.  18.  (a)  Section  3(a)  (1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  as  amended  by  striking  out 
clauses  (B)  and  (C)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

"'(B)  the  larger  of  the  following: 

"  '(i)  (I)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  defined 
in  section  1101(a)(8))  of  the  amount  by 
which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  amount 
which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not 
counting  so  much  of  such  excess  with  re- 
spect to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 
of  $40  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  re- 
cipients of  old-age  assistance  for  such 
month,  plus  (II)  15  per  centum  of  the  total 
of  the  sums  expended  during  such  quarter 
as  old-age  assistance  under  the  State  plan 
in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of 
remedial  care,  not  counting  so  much  of  any 
such  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month 
as  exceeds  the  product  of  $15  multiplied  by 
the  total  number  of  recipients  of  old-age  as- 
sistance for  such  month,  or 

"'(ii)(I)  the  Federal  medical  percentage 
(as  defined  in  section  6(c))  of  the  amount 
by  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  maxi- 
mum which  may  be  counted  under  clause 
(A),  not  counting  so  much  of  any  expendi- 
tures with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds 
(a)  the  product  of  $50  multiplied  by  the 
total  number  of  such  recipients  of  old-age 
assistance  for  such  month,  or  (b)  if  smaller, 
the  total  expended  as  old-age  assistance  in 
the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of 
remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month 
plus  the  product  of  $35  multiplied  by  such 
total  number  of  such  recipients,  plus  (II) 
the  Federal  percentage  of  the  amount  by 
which  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  dur- 
ing such  quarter  as  old-age  assistance  under 
the  State  plan  exceed  the  amount  which 
may  be  counted  under  clause  (A)  and  the 


preccedlng  provisions  of  this  clause  (B)(U), 
not  counting  so  much  of  such  excess  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 
of  $40  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of 
such  recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for 
such  month;'. 

"(b)  Section  1603(a)(1)  of  such  Act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  clauses  (B)  and  (C) 
and  inserting  In  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"  '(B)  the  larger  of  the  following: 

"'(i)(I)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  de- 
fined In  section  1101(a)(8))  of  the  amount 
by  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the 
amount  which  may  be  counted  under  clause 
(A) ,  not  counting  so  much  of  such  excess 
with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the 
product  of  $40  multiplied  by  the  total  num- 
ber of  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind, 
or  disabled  for  such  months,  plus  (II)  15  per 
centum  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended 
during  such  quarter  as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind, 
or  disabled  under  the  State  plan  in  the  form 
of  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care, 
not  counting  so  much  of  any  such  expendi- 
ture with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds 
the  product  of  $15  multiplied  by  the  total 
number ^of  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged, 
blind,  or  disabled  for  such  month,  or 

"'(11)  (I)  the  Federal  medical  percentage 
(as  defined  in  section  6(c))  of  the  amount 
by  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  maxi- 
mum which  may  be  counted  under  clause 
(A) ,  not  counting  so  much  of  any  expendi- 
tures with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds 
(a)  the  product  of  $50  multiplied  by  the  total 
number  of  such  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged, 
blind,  or  disabled  for  such  month,  or  (b) 
if  E-mnller,  the  total  expended  as  aid  to  the 
aged,  blind,  or  disabled  in  the  form  of  medi- 
cal or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care  with 
respect  to  such  month  plus  the  product  of 
$35  multiplied  by  such  total  number  of  such 
recipients,  plus  (II)  the  Federal  percentage 
of  the  amount  by  which  the  total  sums  ex- 
pended during  such  quarter  as  aid  to  the 
aged,  blind,  or  disabled  under  the  State  plan 
exceed  the  amount  which  may  be  counted 
under  clause  (A)  and  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  clause  (B)(ii),  not  counting 
so  much  of  such  excess  with  respect  to  any 
month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $40  multi- 
plied by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of 
aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for  such 
month; '. 

"(c)  Section  1003(a)  (1)  (B)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  '$70'  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  '$75'. 

"(d)  Section  1403(a)  (1)  (B)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  '$70'  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  '$75'. 

"(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  in  the  case  of  expenditures 
made  after  September  30,  1964,  under  a  State 
plan  approved  under  title  I,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI 
of  the  Social  Security  Act." 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  send  an  amendment  to  the  desk 
on  behalf  of  myself,  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson],  the  Sena- 
tor from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  and 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  HartkeL 
I  ask  that  the  amendment  be  printed,  and 
that  the  reading  of  the  amendment  be 
dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  amend- 
ment will  be  received  and  printed  as  re- 
quested. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Long 
of  Louisiana  is  as  follows : 

On  page  2,  line  1,  strike  out  "5-percent" 
and  insert  "7-percent". 

Strike  out  the  table  appearing  on  pages  2 
and  3  of  the  bill,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following  new  table : 
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"Table  for  determining  primary  insurance  amount  and  maximum  family  benefits 


"I 

(rrlmary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

II 

(Primary 
Insurance 

amount 
under  1958 

act,  as 
modified; 

III 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
Insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 
famiiy 
benefits) 

"I 

(Primary  insurance 
benefit  under  1939 
act,  as  modified) 

n 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount 
under  1958 

act,  as 
modified) 

m 

(Average  monthly 
wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 
family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's 
primary  insuranco 
"benefit  (as  deter- 
mined under 
subsec.  (d))  is  — 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount  (as 
determined 
under 
subsec. 
(c))  is- 

Or  his  average 
monthly  wage  (as 
determined  under 
subsec.  (b))  is  — 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  In  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the  maxi- 
mum amount  of 
benefits  payable 
(as  provided  In 
sec.  203(a))  on 
the  basis  of  his 
wages  and  self- 
employment  in- 
come shall  be— 

If  an  Individual's 
primary  insurance 
benefit  (as  deter- 
mined under 
subsec.  (d))  is — 

Or  his 
primary 
insurance 
amount  (as 
determined 

Or  his  average 
monthly  wage  (as 
determined  under 
subsec.  (b))  is— 

The 
amount 
referred 
to  In  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be— 

And  the  maxi- 
mum amount  of 
benefits  payable 
(as  provided  in 
sec.  203(a))  on 
the  basis  of  his 
wages  and  self- 
employment  in- 
come shall  be — 

At 
least  — 

Hut  not 
more 
than  — 

At 
least  — 

But  not 
more 
than  — 

At 

least— 

But  not 
more 
than  — 

under 
subsec. 
(c))  is  — 

At 

least— 

But  not 
more 
than— 

$41. 13 

$41.  76 

$89 

$222 

$225 

$95. 30 

$180. 00 

41.  77 

42.  44 

90 

226 

230 

96. 30 

184.00 

[  $40 

1 

42.  45 

43.20 

91 

231 

235 

97.  40 

188. 00 

$14.48 

1  41 

\  

$70 

$45. 00 

$67.  50 

43.  21 

43.76 

92 

236 

239 

98.  50 

191.  20 

I  42 

1 

43.  77 

44.44 

93 

240 

244 

99.  60 

195.  20 

$14.49 

15.00 

43 

$71 

72 

46. 10 

69.  20 

44.  45 

44.88 

94 

245 

249 

100.60 

199.  20 

15. 01 

15.60 

44 

73 

74 

47. 10 

70.  70 

44.89 

45.60 

95 

250 

253 

101.  70 

202.  40 

15. 61 

16.20 

45 

76 

76 

48.  20 

72.  30 

96 

254 

258 

102.  80 

206.40 

16. 21 

16.84 

46 

77 

78 

49.30 

74.  00 

97 

259 

263 

103.  80 

210.  40 

16.  85 

17.60 

47 

79 

80 

50.  30 

75.  50 

98 

264 

267 

104.  90 

213.  60 

17.  61 

18.  40 

48 

81 

81 

51.40 

77. 10 

99 

268 

272 

106.00 

217.60 

18.  41 

19.24 

49 

82 

83 

52.  50 

78.  80 

100 

273 

277 

107.00 

221.  60 

19.  25 

20.00 

50 

84 

85 

53.  50 

80. 30 

101 

278 

281 

108. 10 

224.80 

20.  01 

20.64 

61 

86 

87 

64.  60 

81.90 

102 

282 

286 

109.  20 

228.80 

20.  65 

21.28 

52 

88 

89 

55.  70 

83.  60 

103 

287 

291 

110.30 

232.80 

21.29 

21.88 

53 

90 

90 

56.  80 

85.  20 

104 

292 

295 

111.30 

236.00 

21.  89 

22.28 

54 

91 

92 

57.80 

86.  70 

105 

296 

300 

112.  40 

240.00 

22.  29 

22.68 

55 

93 

94 

68.90 

88.40 

106 

301 

305 

113.  50 

244.00 

22.69 

23.08 

56 

95 

96 

60.00 

90.  00 

107 

306 

309 

114.  50 

247.  20 

23. 09 

23.44 

57 

97 

97 

61.  00 

91.  50 

108 

310 

314 

115.60 

251.  20 

23.  45 

'23.  76 

58 

98 

99 

62. 10 

93.20 

109 

315 

319 

116.  70 

254.00 

23.  77 

24.20 

59 

100 

101 

63.20 

94.80 

110 

320 

323 

117.70 

255.00 

24.21 

24.60 

60 

102 

102 

64.  20 

96.  30 

111 

324 

328 

118.  80 

256.00 

24.61 

25.00 

61 

103 

104 

65.30 

98.00 

112 

329 

333 

119.90 

257.00 

25.  01 

25. 48 

62 

105 

106 

66.  40 

99.60 

113 

334 

337 

121.00 

258.00 

25.  49 

25.92 

63 

107 

107 

67.50 

101.30 

114 

338 

342 

122.00 

269.00 

25.  93 

26.  40 

64 

108 

109 

68.  50 

102.80 

115 

343 

347 

123. 10 

260.00 

26. 41 

26.94 

65 

110 

113 

69.60 

104.  40 

116 

348 

351 

124.  20 

260.40 

26.  95 

27.  46 

66 

114 

118 

70.  70 

106. 10 

117 

352 

356 

125.20 

262. 40 

27.47 

28.00 

67 

119 

122 

71.  70 

107.  60 

118 

357 

361 

126.  30 

264.40 

28.01 

28.  68 

68 

123 

127 

72.  80 

109.  20 

119 

362 

365 

127.40 

266.00 

28.69 

29.  25 

69 

128 

132 

73.90 

110.90 

120 

366 

370 

128. 40 

268.00 

29.26 

29.  68 

70 

133 

136 

74.  90 

112.  40 

121 

371 

375 

129.50 

270.00 

29.  69 

30.  36 

71 

137 

141 

76.  00 

114.00 

122 

376 

379 

130.  60 

271.60 

30.37 

30.92 

72 

142 

146 

77. 10 

116.  80 

123 

380 

384 

131.  70 

273.60 

30.93 

31.36 

73 

147 

150 

78.  20 

120.  00 

124 

385 

389 

132.  70 

275.  60 

31.37 

32.00 

74 

151 

155 

79.  20 

124.00 

125 

390 

393 

133.  80 

277.20 

32.01 

32.60 

75 

156 

160 

80.  30 

128.  00 

126 

394 

398 

134.90 

279.  20 

32.  61 

33.20 

76 

161 

164 

81.40 

131.  20 

127 

399 

403 

135.90 

281.20 

33.  21 

33.88 

77 

165 

169 

82.  40 

135.20 

404 

407 

136.90 

282. 80 

33.89 

34.50 

78 

170 

174 

83.50 

139.20 

408 

412 

137.90 

284.80 

34.51 

35.00 

79 

175 

178 

84  60 

142.  40 

413 

417 

138.  90 

286.  80 

35.  01 

35.  80 

80 

179 

183 

85!  60 

146.'  40 

418 

421 

13&90 

28&40 

35.  81 

36.40 

81 

184 

188 

86.  70 

150.40 

422 

426 

140.90 

290. 40 

36.  41 

37.08 

82  ■ 

189 

193 

87.80 

154.40 

427 

431 

141.90 

292. 40 

37.  09 

37.00 

83 

194 

197 

88.90 

157.60 

432 

436 

142.90 

294.40 

37.  61 

38.20 

84 

198 

202 

89.  90 

161. 60 

437 

440 

143.90 

296.00 

38. 21 

39. 12 

85 

203 

207 

91.00 

165.  60 

441 

445 

144.90 

298.00 

39.  13 

39.  68 

86 

208 

211 

92. 10 

168.80 

446 

450 

145.90 

300.  00" 

39.69 

40.  33 

87 

212 

216 

93. 10 

172.80 

40.34 

41. 12 

88 

217 

221 

94.20 

176.80 

On  page  45,  line  7,  strike  out  "5.7  percent" 
and  insert  in  ileu  thereof  "6  percent". 

On  page  45,  line  11,  strike  out  "6  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "6.3  percent". 

On  page  45,  line  19,  strike  out  "7.2  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "7.5  percent". 

On  page  46,  line  8,  strike  out  "3.8  perecnt" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4  percent". 

On  page  46,  lines  10  and  11,  strike  out  "4 
percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4.2 
percent". 

On  page  46,  line  16,  strike  out  "4.8  per- 
cent" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "5  percent". 

On  page  47,  line  4,  strike  out  "3.8  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4  percent". 

On  page  47,  line  6,  strike  out  "4  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4.2  percent". 

On  page  47,  line  11,  strike  out  "4.8  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "5  percent". 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

"increase  in  amount  an  individual  is  per- 
mitted TO  EARN  WITHOUT  SUFFERING  DEDUC- 
TIONS FROM  BENEFITS  • 

"Sec  19.,  (a)  (1)  Paragraphs  (1),  (3),  and 
(4)  (B)  of  subsection  (f)  of  section  203  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  are  each  amended 
by  striking  out  '$100'  wherever  It  appears 
therein  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '$125'. 


"(2)  The  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (3) 
of  such  subsection  (f )  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  '$500'  each  place  it  appears  therein 
and  inserting  in  ileu  thereof  '$1,500'. 

"(b)  Paragraph  (1)(A)  of  subsection  (h) 
of  section  203  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  '$100'  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  '$125'. 

"(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  effective,  in  the  case  of  any  indi- 
vidual, with  respect  to  taxable  years  of  such 
individual  ending  after  1964." 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, during  the  10  days  since  the  bill 
was  reported,  some  of  us  have  been 
studying  the  proposed  increases  provided 
by  the  bill  as  reported.  We  have  con- 
cluded that  it  should  be  possible  to  pro- 
vide greater  increases  in  social  security 
benefits  than  those  provided  by  the 
House  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee. 

This  Senator  and  others  have  been 
studying  the  question  carefully  during 
the  past  10  days.  We  have  had  the  ad- 
vice of  Mr.  Robert  J.  Myers,  who  is  per- 
haps one  of  the  best  actuaries  in  Amer- 


ica. He  has  advised  us  on  the  cost  of 
social  security  and  retirement  benefits. 

We  have  found  that  since  the  last 
across-the-board  increase  in  social  secu- 
rity benefits,  in  1958,  there  has  been  a 
7-percent  cost-of-living  increase. 
Therefore,  we  urge  consideration  of  the 
pending  amendment — which  I  shall  not 
ask  to  have  voted  on  at  this  time — which 
would  cause  the  across-the-board  in- 
crease to  be  7  percent,  rather  than  5 
percent. 

In  addition,  after  studying  the  atti- 
tude the  Senate  has  taken  with  regard 
to  retirement  income  problems,  we  have 
felt  that  there  should  be  a  further  in- 
crease in  the  amount  of  retirement  in- 
come that  a  person  earning  social  secu- 
rity benefits  can  earn  without  having  his 
social  security  income  reduced. 

We  propose  that  the  earnings  be  lib- 
eralized to  permit  earnings  of  $1,500  a 
year,  rather  than  $1,200  a  year;  and, 
further,  where  the  present  law  provides 
that  $500  may  be  earned,  with  a  reduc- 
tion of  50  percent  of  the  $500— that  is, 
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$250  reduction  in  benefits — we  propose 
that  that  be  increased  to  $1,500.  That 
would  then  mean  that  a  person  could 
earn  $1,500  without  a  reduction  of  his 
social  security  income.  In  addition,  the 
person  could  earn  an  additional  $1,500 
with  regard  to  which  he  would  be  re- 
quired to  accept  $1  of  reduction  In  his 
social  security  income  for  every  $2  in- 
crease in  terms  of  additional  earnings. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  What  would  be  the  total 
amount  that  he  would  be  permitted  to 
keep — $2,250? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Yes.  In 
other  words,  a  person  who  earns  $3,000 
a  year  could  keep  $2,250  of  it  before  he 
would  reach  the  point  at  which  he  would 
have  a  dollar  of  earnings  deducted  for 
every  dollar  that  he  earned  beyond  that 
point. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  commend  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  and  his  associates  for 
arriving  at  that  conclusion. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator  very  much.  I  have  discussed 
the  proposal  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance;  and  although  I 
do  not  wish  to  say  that  he  has  com- 
mitted himself  to  the  suggestions  I  have 
made,  he  did  indicate  to  me  that  the 
amendment  has  merit.  I  am  very  hope- 
ful that  tomorrow,  if  he  is  present,  he  will 
be  willing  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  the  costs  of  the  pro- 
posal would  increase  the  tax  to  8  per- 
cent next  year,  as  compared  with  7.6 
percent  provided  in  the  bill  before  the 
Senate.  The  cost  would  then  go  to  8.4 
percent  for  1966  and  1967;  it  would  go 
to  9  percent  for  1968  through  1970;  and 
the  cost  would  then  be  10  percent  from 
that  point  forward. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Following  the 
thought  that  was  suggested  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  ,  I  believe 
that  the  suggestion  made  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  and  written  into  the  pro- 
posed amendment  is  a  worthy  one  in 
view  of  the  increased  cost  of  living.  Peo- 
ple who  have  been  limited  to  earning 
$1,200,  and  people  who,  by  giving  up 
some  of  their  contributions,  could  earn 
$1,500,  would  go  from  those  points  to 
$2,250.  Those  of  us  who  have  had  to 
deal  with  the  problem  for  years  have 
always  recognized  that  an  individual  can 
have  a  large  income  from  stock  dividends 
and  bonds,  and  it  does  not  cost  him  a 
cent  against  his  social  security  income. 
But  once  he  earns  a  few  dollars,  it  does. 
I  believe  the  proposal  is  a  worthy  sugges- 
tion; and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
entitled  to  much  credit  for  having  worked 
on  the  subject. 

In  regard  to  the  amendment  as  a 
whole,  I  believe  that  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  come  forward  with  a  pro- 
posal that  will  be  well  received  by  the 
country.  Those  of  us  who  attended  the 
hearings  in  the  Senate  Finance  Commit- 
tee on  the  bill  that  came  from  the  House 
were  not  too  enthusiastic  or  too  happy 


about  some  of  the  proposals  in  the  bill. 
I  sincerely  hope  that  Senators  and  others 
throughout  the  country  who  will  receive 
the  Record  tomorrow  will  look  into  the 
proposal.  I  think  it  is  a  very  worthy 
suggestion  for  consideration  by  the  Sen- 
ate before  final  action  is  taken  on  the 
measure. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Kansas.  I  should  like  fur- 
ther to  state  that  the  amendment  also 
provides  that  the  minimum  primary 
benefit  would  be  increased  from  $40  to 
$45,  as  compared  with  an  increase  from 
$40  to  $42  as  provided  in  the  House  bill 
and  in  the  committee  version  of  the  bill 
now  before  the  Senate.  The  proposed  in- 
crease in  the  minimum,  in  this  particular 
area,  in  my  judgment  and  in  the  judg- 
ment of  those  who  are  sponsoring  the 
amendment,  is  well  justified  because 
small  amounts  of  increased  income  for 
some  persons  who  have  had  only  mini- 
mum coverage  might  make  a  great  deal 
of  difference.  Without  such  an  increase, 
people  receiving  those  amounts  might 
need  public  welfare  assistance,  even 
though  the  general  desire  and  expres- 
sions of  purpose  of  the  social  security 
law  are  that  the  program  will  provide 
adequate  retirement  so  that  additional 
income  will  not  be  needed. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  How  many  States  pro- 
vide benefits  under  the  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram Hased  upon  the  earnings  permitted 
by  social  security? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  do  not  have  an  answer  to  the 
Senator's  question  at  the  present  mo- 
ment, although  I  shall  obtain  it  for  him 
as  soon  as  possible.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  not  all  States  have  availed  them- 
selves of  the  Kerr-Mills  program,  even 
though  the  program  has  grown.  I  be- 
lieve that  at  present  it  is  about  a  $500 
million  program. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Would  the  proposed 
$2,250  limitation  apply  to  only  one  per- 
son in  a  family?  Suppose  a  couple  were 
eligible  for  social  security  benefits. 
Would  only  one  of  the  two  be  permitted 
to  make  the  proposed  increased  earnings 
without  penalty,  or  would  both  husband 
and  wife  be  able  to  receive  the  benefit? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  proposal 
is  based  upon  family  earnings.  The  re- 
tirement income  test  is  a  substantial  and 
expensive  proposal.  The  problem  is  that 
a  great  number  of  people  do  not  retire  at 
65.  The  average  person  retires  at  age 
68,  as  I  am  sure  the  Senator  knows.  Our 
proposal  would  cost  16  percent  of  a  pay- 
roll, as  compared  with  the  cost  of  the 
proposed  increase  of  the  minimum  to  $45, 
which  would  be  only  one-quarter  of  that 
amount.  As  the  Senator  knows,  there  is 
additional  social  security  income  pro- 
vided to  families — a  wife  and  each  de- 
pendent;— so  while  the  additional  earn- 
ings are  considered  on  a  family  basis, 
they  nevertheless  relate  to  a  high  degree 
of  social  security  income,  which  would  be 
affected  and  would  not  count  against  the 
earnings. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  am  particularly  con- 
cerned because  I  have  in  mind  the  case 


of  a  single  man  whose  income  amounted 
to  $1,516  last  year.  I  am  not  at  liberty 
to  go  into  details  in  respect  to  the  case, 
but  I  think  the  proposal  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  would  easily  take  care  of 
such  cases  without  question. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  proposal 
would  certainly  help  with  those  cases  and 
would  help  in  a  substantial  degree.  I  am 
sure  the  Senator  shares  my  feeling  that 
it  is  unfortunate  that  we  cannot  provide 
enough  revenue  with  the  taxes  that  are 
available  to  us  to  do  all  that  we  would 
like  to  do  for  worthy  people  who  have 
built  up  the  social  security  fund  and 
who  have  done  so  much  in  all  other  re- 
spects for  this  country. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  believe  that 
there  will  be  votes  on  the  measure  today, 
and  I  shall  not  insist  upon  the  pending 
amendment  being  voted  upon  today.  I 
hope  that  it  will  be  voted  on  tomorrow. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  the  pending 
amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  amendment  is  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  regret  that.  There 
are  more  fundamental  questions  to  be 
settled  before  the  vote  will  come  on  his 
amendment.  The  question  of  hospital 
and  nursing  care  for  the  aged  is  more 
important.  If  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  were  adopted,  it 
might  be  used  as  an  argument  that  we 
should  not  subsequently  deal  with  hos- 
pital and  nursing  care.  So  I  hope  that 
my  good  friend,  who  is  one  of  the  most 
amiable  and  obliging  Members  of  this 
body,  would  not  insist  on  priority  for  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, if  the  Senator  wishes  to  offer  his 
amendment  to  provide  additional  bene- 
fits, I  hope  he  will  offer  it  as  an  alterna- 
tive to  the  benefits  provided  in  the  meas- 
ure or  on  an  optional  basis,  somewhat 
along  the  line  of  the  Ribicoff  proposal,  or 
as  an  addition  to  the  benefits  otherwise 
proposed  in  the  event  that  they  should 
be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  very  obliging  and  friendly. 
There  is  no  animus  in  him.  He  never 
tries  to  obtain  a  parliamentary  advantage 
on  these  questions.  So  I  hope  that  he 
will  be  willing  now  to  withdraw  his 
amendment  and  allow  some  proposal  pro- 
viding for  a  form  of  hospital  and  nursing 
care  to  be  offered  as  the  first  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent. I  would  hope  that  the  pending 
amendment  would  be  agreed  to.  It  would 
provide  an  increase  in  across-the-board 
benefits.  I  would  hope  that  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  and  others  would  agree  that 
a  7-percent  across-the-board  increase 
was  justified  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
cost  of  living  has  advanced  7  percent 
since  the  1958  Social  Security  Act 
amendments  were  enacted.  If  a  Senator 
desires  to  propose  something  in  addition, 
of  course,  that  is  his  privilege.  But  I 
believe  that  the  proposed  increase  in 
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benefits  can  and  should  be  agreed  to  by  a 
substantial  vote  of  the  Senate  without 
reference  whatever  to  whether  or  not  the 
Senate  wishes  to  add  to  the  bill  a  pro- 
posal for  medical  insurance,  be  it  com- 
pulsory or  optional. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Let  me  say  to  my 
good  friend  that,  even  with  best  inten- 
tions in  the  world,  he  has  executed  a  very 
clever  parliamentary  maneuver,  because 
he  has  offered  an  amendment  increasing 
taxes  and  benefits  as  the  first  to  be  acted 
upon,  so  that  if  health  care  for  the  aged 
is  later  proposed,  it  will  tend  to  be  as  a 
substitute  for  his  measure  rather  than  as 
an  addition  to  the  House  bill  as  reported 
by  the  Finance  Committee.  So,  either 
by  accident  or  design,  he  has  put  the 
advocates  of  hospital  care  for  the  aged 
"behind  the  eight  ball."  I  know  that  this 
is  contrary  to  his  disposition.  Therefore, 
I  appeal  to  him  again  to  withdraw  his 
amendment  and  have  it  voted  on  later. 
If  he  wishes  to  do  so,  he  can  offer  it  as 
a  substitute  for  hospital  and  nursing  care 
for  the  aged. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  This  amend- 
ment does  not  have  the  effect  the  Sen- 
ator suggests.  If  Senators  sponsoring 
the  Ribicoff  amendment,  for  example, 
offer  their  proposal,  instead  of  taking  a 
7-percent  across-the-board  increase,  a 
person  could  waive  all  the  increase  in 
favor  of  medical  insurance,  if  that  is 
what  the  Senate  wishes  to  provide. 

Furthermore,  if  Senators  supporting 
the  so-called  Gore  proposal,  or  the  old 
King-Anderson  proposal  as  it  was  known 
in  previous  years,  would  like  to  offer  their 
proposal  as  an  addition  to  this  measure, 
they  could  offer  it  as  an  addition  to  the 
bill  before  the  Senate. 

In  either  case,  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana hopes  that  the  beneficiaries  will 
not  be  denied  a  cost-of-living  increase  in 
their  social  security  payments.  I  should 
like  to  have  the  opportunity  to  vote  for 
the  proposal.    I  hope  it  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  take  it  then  that 
my  friend  does  not  wish  to  withdraw  his 
amendment.  He  has  proposed  to  in- 
crease the  cash  benefits  to  such  a  degree 
as  to  strengthen  the  opposition  to  hos- 
pital and  nursing  care  for  the  aged.  I 
congratulate  him  on  his  astuteness.  I 
thought  he  might  have  merely  rambled 
into  this  situation.  I  should  have  known 
that  my  friend  not  only  is  amiable,  but  is 
extremely  adroit  in  parliamentary  mat- 
ters. I  congratulate  him  on  his  strategy, 
but  I  believe  the  end  result  will  be  totally 
unsatisfactory. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  My  guess  is 
that  if  the  proposal  to  have  an  across- 
the-board  increase  of  7  percent  to  match 
the  increase  in  the  cost  of  living  should 
change  one  vote,  on  the  medical  insur- 
ance amendments  that  would  be  about 
the  maximum  one  would  expect  to  have, 
based  on  the  attitude  of  the  Senate.  If 
Senators  clesire  to  vote  for  a  compulsory 
or  voluntary  insurance  plan,  they  should 
have  that  opportunity.  It  is  my  judg- 
ment that  99  percent  will  do  so  anyhow, 
or  perhaps  100  percent  will  do  so. 

I  make  this  statement  after  studying 
the  situation.  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  realize  the  need  for  the  in- 
crease after  studying  the  question,  as  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana   realizes  the 


problem  now,  which  he  did  not  realize 
before.  The  cost  of  living  has  advanced 
7  percent  since  the  1958  amendments. 
I  believe  the  Senator  will  agree  that  par- 
ticularly those  receiving  the  lower  ben- 
efits— $42,  $45,  or  $50  a  month — are  cer- 
tainly entitled  to  a  cost-of-living  in- 
crease, and  that  such  an  increase  is  jus- 
tified standing  oh  its  own  merits.  Any 
increase  should  stand  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  It  should  be  pointed 
out  that  the  Finance  Committee  con- 
sidered and  reported  the  House  bill  with 
no  medical  care  section  added  to  it.  All 
the  Senator's  amendment  does  is  to  ex- 
pand the  benefits  as  proposed  in  the 
House  bill.  It  seems  to  me  that  not  only 
from  a  parliamentary  standpoint  is  it 
proper  to  determine  whether  the  social 
security  benefits  should  be  increased 
based  on  the  study  that  has  been  made. 
As  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
stated,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  will 
have  plenty  of  opportunity  to  offer  the 
other  proposal.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  only  bill  that  came  from  the  Finance 
Committee  was  the  bill  that  came  from 
the  House,  and  that  it  dealt  only  with 
social  security  Increased  benefits,  this 
was  a  perfectly  proper  parliamentary 
step. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  cannot  criticize  it. 
I  do  not  criticize  it.  I  only  say  that  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  with  his  astute- 
ness, has  made  it  far  more  difficult  for 
us  to  adopt  hospital  and  nursing  care 
for  the  aged.    That  is  all. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  always  a  pleasure 
to  listen  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 
We  take  pride  in  his  rise  in  the  Senate. 
We  came  into  the  Senate  at  the  same 
time.  The  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
now  the  ranking  member  of  the  Finance 
Committee  and  one  of  the  ranking  mem- 
bers of  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee. 
He  graces  both  committees.  He  has  one 
of  the  best  minds  in  the  Senate.  He  is 
humane  in  his  attitudes.  He  has  now 
again  demonstrated  his  parliamentary 
legerdemain. 

I  think  in  most  respects  his  speech  was 
very  good,  but  there  is  a  tremendous  lack 
both  in  the  speech  and  in  the  bill  which 
he  reported.  It  does  not  deal  with  the 
greatest  need  of  aged  people.  This  need 
is  a  sounder  system  to  meet  the  extraor- 
dinarily high  expenses  for  medical,  sur- 
gical, hospital,  and  nursing  home  care 
which  burden  the  aged.  There  was  no 
mention  of  that  in  the  committee  report. 
There  was  no  mention  of  it  in  the  speech 
by  my  very  good  friend,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

In  other  words,  what  is  most  char- 
acteristic of  it  is  not  what  was  said,  but 
what  was  unsaid;  not  what  was  affirmed, 
but  what  was  omitted. 

There  were  six  of  us  on  the  Finance 
Committee,  a  little  over  one-third  of  the 
total  number,  who  believed  that  the  pro- 
gram should  also  include  some  form  of 
hospital  and  nursing  care  for  the  aged. 

May  I  say  that  I  think  the  term  "med- 
icare" is  a  misnomer.  "Medicare"  was 
a  part  of  the  original  Forand  bill,  in- 
troduced in  1957  or  1958,  which  included 
surgical  care,  as  well  as  hospital  and 


nursing  care.  Surgical  care  was  dropped 
long  ago  from  the  major  aged  health 
care  proposals.  The  King-Anderson  bill 
provides  simply  for  hospital  or  nursing 
care.  Specifically,  it  provides  up  to  45 
days  of  hospital  care  without  deduction 
or  up  to  90  or  180  days  of  hospital  care 
subject  to  certain  deductions;  up  to  180 
days  of  nursing  home  care;  and  up  to 
240  days  of  practical  but  supervised 
nursing  in  the  home. 

Then,  as  we  all  know,  in  recent  days 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Ribicoff]  has  proposed  an  alternative, 
making  it  optional  to  take  either  an  ad- 
dition in  cash  benefits  or  a  somewhat 
different  version  of  hospital  and  nursing 
care. 

THE  MENACE  OF  SERIOUS  ILLNESS  TO  THE  AGED 

What  hangs  over  the  heads  of  most 
old  people  is  the  possibility,  which  in 
many  cases  becomes  a  probability,  that 
they  will  have  a  serious  and  prolonged 
illness  and  that  their  personal  and  fam- 
ily resources  will  be  inadequate  to  meet 
that  illness. 

This  subject  has  been  studied  over  and 
over  again.  The  publications  about  it 
have  accumulated.  The  evidence  is 
clear.  When  people  reach  the  age  of 
65,  a  large  proportion  of  them  are  un- 
able to  hold  their  jobs,  and  for  all  except 
the  most  extraordinary,  their  income 
diminishes.  At  the  same  time  that  their 
incomes  are  going  down,  their  health 
care  costs  are  going  up.  They  spend 
about  three  times  as  long  a  period  of  time, 
on  the  average,  in  the  hospitals  as  do 
younger  people.  The  average  income  of 
a  married  couple  over  the  age  of  65 — 
and  when  I  say  average,  I  mean  the  me- 
dian income — is  about  $2,800  a  year, 
which  means  that  half  of  them  have  an 
income  of  less  than  $2,800  a  year.  The 
median  income  for  single  men  or  women 
is  about  $1,100  a  year,  which  means  that 
half  of  them  have  an  income  of  less  than 
$1,100  per  year. 

The  vast  majority  of  these  people  do 
not  have  liquid  assets,  and  indeed  have 
very  few  assets,  aside  from  their  homes. 
Not  all  of  them,  by  any  means,  own 
their  homes.  They  face  the  possibility 
of  crippling  or  chronic  sicknesses — 
strokes,  heart  attacks,  cancer — which 
are  serious,  prolonged,  and  costly. 

The  increase  in  health  costs  is  par- 
ticularly true  in  the  case  of  hospital  and 
nursing  care.  The  average  cost  for  hos- 
pital care  is  now  around  $40  a  day.  In 
1957  this  same  hospital  care  cost  $26. 
Nursing  home  costs  have  also  gone  up. 
These  costs  are  continuing  to  mount. 

Our  elderly  citizens  are  put  in  a  cruel 
position.  In  some  cases  they  must  fall 
back  upon  their  children,  if  they  are 
fortunate  enough  to  have  children.  But 
these  children  in  many  cases  have  moved 
away  from  their  parents  and  their  home 
ties  have  been  reduced,  and  these  chil- 
dren, in  turn,  have  their  own  children. 
People  under  40  who  have  parents  over 
65  are  placed  in  the  cruel  position  of 
either  taking  care  of  their  parents,  pro- 
vided they  can  afford  to  do  it,  and  ne- 
glecting their  children,  or  taking  care  of 
their  children  and  neglecting  their  par- 
ents. 

I  know  someone  will  say,  "Why  not 
take  out  private  insurance?" 
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IN    YOUTH,    MEN    AND    WOMEN    'WORRY  ABOUT 
OTHER  THINGS  THAN  ILLNESSES  OF  OLD  AGE 

Well,  at  what  time  would  one  take  out 
private  insurance?  We  cannot  expect 
young  people  in  their  twenties  to  take  out 
hospitalization  and  nursing  home  insur- 
ance to  take  care  of  them  after  they 
reach  the  age  of  65.  Young  men  and 
young  girls  under  20  are  interested  in 
other  things  than  what  will  happen  to 
them  after  they  reach  65.  They  are  in- 
terested in  courtship  and  marriage. 
Both  are  rather  expensive  institutions. 
They  are  not  as  expensive  for  the  woman 
as  they  are  for  the  man,  but  they  are 
still  expensive.  Then,  after  they  are 
married,  there  is  the  problem  of  getting 
a  home  and  furniture,  and  the  matter 
of  bringing  up  and  educating  the  chil- 
dren. It  is  generally  not  until  they  get 
into  their  fifties  when  they  begin  to 
think  that  some  time  they  will  reach  the 
age  of  65.  They  wonder  what  will 
happen  then. 

By  that  time  a  great  deal  of  water  has 
passed  under  the  bridge.  Earnings  have 
been  spent  for  other  things.  But  now 
the  sickness  rate  is  higher.  The  insur- 
ance premiums  are  higher.  Indeed,  the 
insurance  premiums  by  this  time  have 
risen  to  the  point  where  the  average  per- 
son over  65  cannot  afford  to  pay  them. 

PRIVATE   INSURANCE    FOR   THE   ELDERLY    IS  TOO 
COSTLY 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  knows 
this,  because  he  is  an  acute  student  un- 
derneath his  bland  and  charming  exte- 
rior. He  knows  that  a  decent  private 
insurance  policy  for  hospital  and  nurs- 
ing care  is  not  available  for  less  than 
$12  a  month  per  person  who  has  reached 
the  age  of  65.  That  is  $12  a  month  per 
person,  or  $144  a  year.  We  must  mul- 
tiply that  by  2  for  husband  and  wife. 
This  comes  to  almost  $300  a  year. 

People  with  incomes  under  $2,800  a 
year  cannot  afford  these  private  policies. 
That  is  why,  though  we  welcome  the 
development  of  private  insurance,  pri- 
vate insurance  by  itself  is  inadequate. 
It  cannot  provide  for  the  vast  majority 
of  those  who  reach  the  age  of  65.  The 
protection  which  it  gives,  as  the  very 
thorough  analysis  of  the  committee 
headed  by  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
[Mr.  McNamara]  has  shown,  is  inade- 
quate and  insufficient. 

THE  GREAT  ADVANTAGE  OF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
PRINCIPLE 

The  great  advantage  of  social  secu- 
rity is  not  merely  that  many  make  small 
contributions  to  meet  the  heavy  burdens 
which  fall  upon  the  few — and  that  is  the 
essence  of  the  whole  insurance  prin- 
ciple— but  that  these  contributions  start 
at  an  early  age,  as  a  person  enters  em- 
ployment. As  he  enters  employment,  he 
begins  to  make  contributions  under  the 
social  security  system.  In  other  words, 
lifetime  coverage  is  provided  so  far  as 
contributions  are  concerned,  to  take 
care  of  people  when  they  reach  old  age. 

The  social  security  system  is  sound. 
The  same  objections  which  are  being 
advanced  against  social  security  for  hos- 
pitalization and  nursing  care  were  ad- 
vanced against  social  security  itself  in 
the  beginning.  They  have  been  proved 
to  be  false.  It  does  not  result  in  gov- 
ernmental bureaucracy.    The  social  se- 


curity system  covers  approximately  95 
million  people,  but  administrative  costs 
under  this  system  have  only  been  about 
2  percent.  They  will  only  be  3  percent 
for  any  additions  if  coverage  is  extended 
to  provide  for  a  program  of  hospitaliza- 
tion and  nursing  care. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  the  fine  Senator  from  Tennessee,  who 
has  been  in  the  forefront  of  this  battle. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  my  distinguished 
friend  the  able  Senator  from  Illinois. 
He  has  called  attention,  it  seems  to  me, 
to  the  fact  that  the  so-called  medicare 
proposal,  the  hospital  insurance  under 
social  security,  relates  to  people  under 
65  as  well  as  those  past  65.  So  many 
people  regard  this  issue  as  merely  a  pro- 
gram to  provide  adequate  health  care  for 
the  elderly.  This  is  a  permanent  pro- 
gram in  which  the  people  who  are  now 
in  their  earning  years  can  lay  up  means 
for  a  rainy  day  to  qualify  themselves  for 
hospital  care  and  build  themselves  an 
insurance  program  to  which,  if  the  un- 
fortunate day  of  hospitalization  should 
come,  they  would  have  a  right  to  go  to 
receive  this  benefit. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee.  He  very  prop- 
erly underscores  the  fact  that  it  will  lift 
this  heavy  burden  from  people  in  their 
forties,  who  now  feel  obliged  to  meet  the 
heavy  costs  which  their  parents  over  the 
age  of  65  must  bear.  These  expenses  for 
their  parents  cut  into  what  they  can  use 
for  the  care  of  their  family. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  a 
great  many  people  who  are  retired  are 
finding  the  necessity  of  supporting  their 
parents,  at  great  health  cost? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Of  course.  I  agree 
with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  RIBICOFP.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  RIBICOPF.  Mr.  President,  would 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  agree  that  the 
greatest  need  of  our  citizens  in  health 
care  when  they  are  old  is  the  answer 
to  the  question,  "Who  will  take  care  of 
my  health  costs  when  I  become  sick  in 
my  old  age?" 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. I  agree  with  him.  That  is  why  I 
was  struck  with  admiration  and  sorrow 
to  see  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  exe- 
cute such  an  extraordinary  and  adroit 
parliamentary  maneuver  as  increasing 
the  existing  cash  benefits,  and  making 
that  the  order  of  business,  so  that  if  we 
try  to  displace  it  with  either  the  King- 
Anderson  bill  or  the  Ribicoff  amend- 
ment, we  would  be  under  a  great 
disability. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  May  I  again  ask  the 
distinguished  and  able  Senator  from 
Illinois,  who  has  been  a  hard  battler 
and  a  sincere  fighter  in  the  cause  of  the 
elderly,  why  it  is  that  those  people  who 
are  most  adamant  in  their  opposition 
to  health  care  for  the  elderly  seek  to 
hike  the  basic  cost  of  the  social  security 
program  so  as  to  make  it  economically, 
practically,  and  politically  infeasible  to 


give  health  care  to  the  aged  in  our 
Nation? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  do  not  wish  to  at- 
tribute motives  to  my  good  friend  from 
Louisiana.  As  I  say,  he  graces  the  Sen- 
ate. Certainly,  he  graces  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance.  However,  I  know  that 
out  in  the  country  there  are  many  de- 
termined opponents  of  hospital  and 
nursing  care  for  the  aged,  led  by  the 
American  Medical  Association,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Manufacturers,  the 
United  States  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
and  others,  who  will  gree  this  proposal  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  with  great 
approval. 

There  will  be  joy — not  in  Valhalla,  but 
in  the  canyons  of  Wall  Street. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  further  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  notice  that  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Louisiana  in  his 
great  generosity  and  concern  for  the 
problems  of  elderly  citizens  would,  un- 
der his  proposal,  boost  the  cash  benefits 
for  many  elderly  people  to  the  muni- 
ficent sum  of  $1.10  a  month. 

Based  upon  his  notable  experience  as 
an  economist,  will  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Illinois  tell  us  what  is  more 
important  to  the  people  over  65  in  the 
United  States:  $1.10  a  month,  or  to  have 
their  basic  health  needs  cared  for  if  they 
should  have  to  go  to  the  hospital? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  latter.  The 
whole  system  of  insurance  is  based  upon 
the  truth  that  it  is  better  to  have  small 
contributions  by  large  numbers  of  people 
rather  than  that  huge  losses  should  fall 
upon  a  minority  of  the  people.  I  could 
prove  that  by  developing  the  margin 
curves  of  money;  but  I  shall  not  go  into 
that. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Much  is  frequently 
said  to  the  effect  that  the  basic  problem 
of  health  care  for  the  aging  is  to  take 
care  of  people  over  65.  But  is  it  not  true 
that  in  trying  to  provide  health  care  for 
the  aging,  it  is  necessary  to  take  care, 
basically,  of  three  generations? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  helps  to  take  care 
of  the  grandparents,  take  care  of  their 
children,  who  otherwise  would  have  to 
support  them,  and  to  take  care  of  their 
children's  children.  Therefore,  the 
King-Anderson  bill  or  the  Ribicoff 
amendment  would  be  blessed  unto  three 
generations. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  When  we  deal  with 
the  children  of  a  person  who  is  65,  they 
are  usually  in  their  late  thirties  or  forties. 
If  they  are  in  their  late  thirties  or  for- 
ties, they  have  a  growing  family  of  their 
own.  They  have  responsibilities  of  their 
own.  No  matter  how  good  their  hearts 
are,  no  matter  how  they  may  assume 
their  responsibility,  the  elderly  citizens, 
in  their  pride,  do  not  want  to  be  a  burden 
on  their  children  or  grandchildren. 
Consequently,  they  deprive  themselves  of 
health  care  in  order  not  to  go  to  their 
children,  because  they  know  that  to  do 
so  would  deprive  their  children  of  some 
of  the  basic  necessities  of  life  and  of  their 
grandchildren's  education. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.    That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Is  it  not  also  impor- 
tant to  an  understanding  of  the  problem 
to  point  out  that  what  we  are  talking 
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about  is  not  the  indigent?  Is  it  not  true 
that  one  of  the  basic  problems  in  this 
entire  field  concerns  the  self-respecting, 
hard-working  people  who  are  the  back- 
bone of  the  American  economic  system? 
Let  us  take  an  example.  John  and  Mary 
Jones  have  lived  all  their  lives  in  a  city 
in  the  United  States.  They  have 
reached  the  age  of  65.  John  Jones  goes 
to  work  one  morning.  Perhaps  his  fel- 
low employees  in  his  department — or 
perhaps  his  boss — come  up  to  him  and 
say,  "Well,  John,  now  that  you  have  re- 
tired, we  are  going  to  have  a  party." 
They  have  a  party,  and  they  give  John 
a  gold  watch. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  A  funeral  ceremony 
during  the  man's  life? 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  So  John  goes  home 
and  says,  "Mary,  I  am  retired  now.  I 
think  we  are  all  set.  We  have  worked 
hard  all  our  lives.  We  have  paid  for  our 
house  on  Maple  Street.  We  do  not  have 
a  mortgage.  The  house  needs  some  re- 
pairs, but  I  can  putter  around.  I  am 
handy  with  tools.  We  have  $200  or  $300 
in  the  savings  bank.  I  will  be  receiving 
$120  or  $130  a  month  in  social  security. 
Our  children  are  educated." 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  the  idyllic 
picture  of  life  under  the  elms  in  the 
beautiful  towns  in  the  Connecticut 
Berkshires ;  but  the  great  mass  of  people 
throughout  the  country  are  in  a  far 
worse  position. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Let  us  take  the  best 
position.  Let  us  take  the  idyllic  situa- 
tion of  retirement  in  the  Connecticut 
Berkshires,  the  example  that  I  give. 

What  John  Jones  does  not  consider  is 
that,  as  happens  with  great  frequency,  to 
every  person  over  65,  either  John  or  Mary 
will  become  seriously  ill,  and  perhaps 
more  than  once,  after  65.  The  average 
hospital  bill  in  this  country  is  about 
$40  a  day;  and  if  it  becomes  necessary 
to  stay  in  a  hospital  30  days,  the  cost 
will  be  $1,200;  for  60  days,  $2,400;  for 
90  days,  $3,600. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  is  plus  doctor's 
fees,  plus  surgeon's  fees,  plus  the  cost  of 
drugs,  plus  nursing  home  care,  plus 
nursing  care  in  one's  own  home. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  John  and  Mary 
have  exhausted  their  savings,  but  they 
have  their  home  left.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Illinois,  besides  being  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
is  also  a  member  of  the  important  Com- 
mittee on  Banking  and  Currency.  Does 
he  believe  that  a  man  who  is  over  65 
and  whose  wife  is  over  65,  and  who  no 
longer  has  an  earning  capacity,  can  go 
to  his  bank  and  get  a  mortgage  on  his 
home?  The  man  has  no  earning  capa- 
city. The  banks  do  not  want  to  fore- 
close. So  he  must  sell  his  home  if  he  is 
to  get  enough  money  to  keep  body  and 
soul  together.  But  what  will  he  do  if 
he  loses  his  home?   Where  will  he  live? 

Is  it  not  true,  based  upon  the  Senator's 
experience  in  housing,  that  the  last  pos- 
session a  person  wants  to  hold  on  to  is 
his  home,  where  he  has  spent  his  entire 
life,  and  which  he  has  paid  for  and 
maintained?  What  can  a  proud  man 
like  that  do?  Has  not  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  found,  from  his  experience,  that 
the  average  man  or  woman  in  America 
who  is  self-respecting,  who  has  always 


paid  his  or  her  own  way,  does  not  want 
something  for  nothing? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.    That  is  correct. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Basically,  what  is  the 
alternative?  To  go  to  charity?  Is  that 
the  proper  end  for  such  a  person? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  opponents  of 
the  King-Anderson  bill  and  the  Ribicoff 
amendment  will  say,  "Oh,  but  there  is 
the  Kerr-Mills  Act." 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Ah,  but  what  does 
the  Kerr-Mills  Act  give? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  compels  a  person 
to  take  an  oath  of  medical  indigence, 
so  that  he  can  qualify  for  the  benefits. 
The  Kerr-Mills  Act  operates  comprehen- 
sively in  only  five  States  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  What  we  are  dealing 
with  is  the  inadequacy  of  Kerr-Mills  and 
the  loss  of  self-respect.  It  would  be  very 
interesting  if  those  who  oppose  the  so- 
cial security  approach  to  health  care  and 
point  to  Kerr-Mills  could  see  some  of  the 
inadequacies  of  their  programs  under 
Kerr-Mills. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  could  be  done. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  hope  the  Senator 
will  point  that  out,  too. 

THE  KERR-MILLS  PROGRAM  IS  INADEQUATE 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  should  make  the 
inadequacy  of  the  Kerr-Mills  Act  known. 
The  Kerr-Mills  Act  operates  effectively 
in  only  five  States  of  the  Union — Michi- 
gan, California,  Massachusetts,  Pennsyl- 
vania, and  New  York.  Those  five  States 
absorb  approximately  74  percent  of  all 
the  Federal  money.  These  States  are 
able  to  supply  the  matching  funds.  The 
other  States  have  difficulty  supplying 
matching  funds  under  Kerr-Mills  and 
thus  the  benefits  in  the  great  majority 
of  States  are  grossly  inadequate. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  The  people  of  the 
country,  not  only  those  over  65,  but 
everyone  who  has  a  mother  or  a  father 
who  is  reaching  65,  and  everyone  who 
someday  will  be  65,  owe  a  debt  of  grati- 
tude to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  for 
fighting  in  this  cause.  It  is  a  great  cause. 
It  is  a  cause  that  must  be  fought — and 
that  must  be  fought  in  the  Senate.  This 
is  one  of  the  most  important  measures  to 
come  before  Congress.  I  am  glad  that 
it  comes  before  the  Senate  in  the  closing 
days  of  this  session,  when  very  little 
legislation  is  left  to  be  considered  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  because  it  will  be 
highlighted  and  spotlighted.  The  entire 
Nation  will  know  that  we  are  finally 
joined  in  battle  to  determine  whether  we 
shall  set  the  older  people  of  the  country 
adrift  or  whether  we  shall  meet  our  re- 
sponsibility to  "put  it  right  on  the  line," 
so  that  every  Member  of  the  Senate  may 
go  on  record  as  to  whether,  finally,  he 
wishes  to  do  something  to  assist  the  elder 
citizens  of  the  Nation. 

Mr  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut.  It  so  happens  that  I 
had  to  take  up  this  burden  because  I  was 
almost  alone  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
when  the  good  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  LongI  spoke  and  threw  his  bomb- 
shell. I  wish  that  others  might  have 
been  here;  but  I  will  say,  repeating  a 
phrase  used  by  Theodore  Roosevelt  in 
1912: 

We  stand  at  Armageddon,  and  we  battle 
for  the  Lord. 


The  Kerr-Mills  bill  has  been  discussed. 
I  believe  it  has  become  increasingly  ap- 
parent that  the  Kerr-Mills  program  is  an 
ineffective  approach  to  the  solution  of 
the  problems  of  health  care  for  the  aged. 
Congress  has  hoped  the  program  would 
be  broad  and  comprehensive,  but  this 
goal  has  not  been  achieved  because  the 
burden  of  setting  up  the  program  has 
been  left  to  the  individual  States,  many 
of  which  are  financially  unable  to  meet 
their  share  of  the  cost.  Only  33  States 
are  participating.  The  vast  majority  of 
the  funds,  as  I  have  said,  are  being  spent 
by  five  States.  Most  of  the  33  States,  in- 
cluding my  own  State  of  Illinois,  have 
been  unable  to  design  the  kind  of  pro- 
gram which  is  necessary.  In  order  to 
constitute  an  effective  remedy,  a  plan 
must  include  a  comprehensive  range  of 
medical  services  and  have  eligibility  re- 
quirements which  are  realistic  in  terms 
of  the  expense  of  medical  costs  and  the 
financial  resources  of  the  aged. 

KERR  -MILLS  EXTREMELY  INADEQUATE  IN  ILLINOIS 

Such  is  not  the  present  experience,  and 
Illinois  excellently  illustrates  the  inade- 
quacy of  Kerr-Mills. 

BENEFITS 

The  Illinois  plan  is  minimal.  Services 
are  limited  to  hospital  care,  physicians' 
services  in  hospitals,  and  physicians' 
services  in  the  post  hospital  period  of 
home  care.  No  nursing  home  care  is 
provided.  Prescribed  drugs  are  not  in- 
cluded, despite  the  fact  that  aged  persons 
spend  twice  as  much  for  medicine  as  does 
the  entire  population,  and  that  25  per- 
cent of  the  per  capita  health  expendi- 
tures of  aged  persons  is  for  drugs.  Also, 
no  dental  care  is  provided. 

ELIGIBILITY 

No  person  can  receive  assistance  un- 
less: First,  gross  income  does  not  exceed 
$1,800  for  a  single  person  or  $2,400  for 
an  applicant  and  his  spouse  excluding 
the  cost  of  maintaining  a  medical  health 
insurance  policy — included  in  gross  in- 
come are  contributions  from  responsible 
relatives;  and  second,  no  assets  are  held 
which  exceed  $1,800  in  value  for  a  single 
person  and  $2,400  for  an  applicant  and 
his  spouse.  Excluded  from  assets  are 
homes,  autos,  personal  effects,  and  life 
insurance  policies  with  a  face  value  of 
$1,000  or  less.  A  person  meeting  these 
requirements  is  eligible  only  for  payments 
for  those  medical  services  covered  by  the 
program  which  exceed — and  I  emphasize 
that  word — 10  percent  of  his  income  or 
10  percent  of  his  combined  income  when 
he  is  living  with  a  spouse.  Thus,  there 
is  a  means  test  and  a  10 -percent  deducti- 
bility. 

LIENS 

In  Illinois,  a  lien  may  be  placed  on  the 
estate  of  the  person  who  has  received  aid 
in  order  to  collect  for  any  claim  after  his 
death.  Since  his  assets  were  limited  ini- 
tially in  order  to  qualify  for  the  program, 
the  effect  of  the  lien  provision  is  to  pre- 
clude the  possibility  of  the  recipient  leav- 
ing much  to  his  heirs. 

Under  Kerr-Mills,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment shares  the  payments  -with  the 
States.  This  is  done  on  a  50-50  basis  in 
Illinois.  However,  Illinois,  with  about 
5.4  percent  of  the  country's  population, 
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receives  only  2  percent  of  the  total  spent 
by  the  Federal  Government  under  Kerr- 
Mills.  By  comparison,  Massachusetts 
receives  12.3  percent,  Michigan  5.4  per- 
cent, and  Washington  3.6  percent — fig- 
ures for  June  1964.  The  number  of  peo- 
ple receiving  payments  in  Illinois  per 
1,000  aged  of  the  population  is  .14,  which 
is  the  fourth  lowest  rate  of  assistance  of 
all  the  States  participating  in  the  pro- 
gram. 

Illinois  has  had  to  use  most  of  its 
financial  resources  for  the  other  State 
programs  it  maintains,  and  consequently 
Kerr-Mills  has  not  been  an  effective  rem- 
edy for  the  problem  of  health  care  for  the 
aged.  Those  States  which  have  match- 
ing funds  at  hand  have  received  large 
sums  from  the  Federal  Government,  and 
thus  Federal  distribution  has  been 
grossly  unequal.  For  example,  in  June 
of  1964  Massachusetts  received  $2,212,518 
and  Illinois  received  only  $382,368. 

The  experience  with  Kerr-Mills  indi- 
cates that  it  cannot  solve  the  problems 
of  health  care  which  confront  millions  of 
the  aged  in  our  Nation.  A  new  solution 
from  the  Federal  Government  which  in- 
cludes financing  the  program  through 
social  security  payments  by  workers 
made  over  their  years  of  employment  is 
needed. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  Congress  will 
approve  such  a  program. 

A    PARTIAL   SUMMING  UP 

In  other  words,  the  aged  themselves 
have  inadequate  resources  to  care  for 
the  heavy  medical  costs  which  fall  upon 
them  in  old  age.  Private  insurance  is 
too  costly.  Kerr-Mills  benefits  and  re- 
sources are  inadequate.  Furthermore, 
the  aged  who  need  assistance  are  com- 
pelled to  go  to  the  local  relief  station  and 
become  relief  recipients.  Even  though 
they  are  not  called  relief  cases,  but  are 
called  medically  indigent,  they  are 
branded  as  relief  recipients. 

Personally,  I  find  it  extraordinary  that 
those  who  condemn  socialized  medicine, 
including  the  American  Medical  Asso- 
ciation, should  be  advocating  the  Kerr- 
Mills  system,  which  is  100  percent  social- 
ized medicine;  because  under  the  Kerr- 
Mills  act,  the  recipient  makes  no  contri- 
bution himself.  It  is  paid  for  completely 
out  of  taxes.  It  is  socialized  in  its  origin. 
It  is  administered  through  governmental 
agencies,  even  though  the  payments  are 
made  to  doctors  and  to  hospitals. 

It  is  an  extraordinary  fact  that  the 
opponents  of  self -paid  social  insurance 
have  hit  upon  a  system  of  socialized 
medicine  to  try  to  offset  and  defeat  the 
self -paid  system  of  health  care  financed 
under  social  security. 

SOME  FURTHER  POINTS 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  emphasize 
certain  other  points. 

The  King-Anderson  bill  and  the  Ribi- 
coff  alternative  would  concentrate  our 
attention  upon  hospitals  and  nursing 
care.  Neither  would  affect  medical  care 
provided  by  doctors  except  that  provided 
by  interns  within  a  hospital  nor  would 
either  affect  surgical  care.  The  costs  for 
doctors  and  surgeons  would  still  have  to 
be  borne  by  the  private  individual.  They 
would  be,  perhaps,  less  than  half  the 
total  medical  cost,  but  still  there  would 


be  room  for  individual  initiative  and  in- 
dividual saving.  The  heaviest  part  of 
the  cost — prolonged  hospital  care — 
would  be  met  through  a  system  of  health 
care  financed  under  the  social  security 
system. 

If  the  private  insurance  companies  are 
wondering  and  worrying  over  what  would 
happen  to  them,  I  point  out  that  they 
would  do  very  well  indeed,  because  they 
then  could  confine  their  policies  to  the 
services  not  provided  under  the  King- 
Anderson  bill  or  the  Ribicoff  amendment, 
and  they  could  sell  insurance  for  doctors' 
fees  and  for  surgical  care.  There  would 
be  ample  room  for  them.  The  cost  of  the 
private  insurance  would  be  sufficiently 
reduced  so  that,  in  my  judgment,  a  very 
large  proportion  of  the  aged  would  be 
able  to  take  out  these  policies.  The  re- 
sult might  very  well  be  an  increase  in 
private  insurance  rather  than  a  decrease 
in  private  insurance. 

Mr.  President,  this  point  takes  me 
back  30  years.  It  so  happens  that  during 
the  1920's  I  was  one  of  the  earliest  advo- 
cates in  this  country  of  social  insurance 
against  unemployment,  and  against  the 
catastrophic  expenses  of  old  age.  In  a 
minor  way,  I  participated  in  the  drafting 
of  the  original  Social  Security  Act.  In 
a  somewhat  major  way,  I  participated  in 
its  revision  in  1939. 

I  see  my  good  friend  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  across  the  aisle. 
I  believe  he  served  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives at  that  time.  He  was  con- 
structive then,  as  he  is  always  construc- 
tive. 

I  can  remember  the  opposition  we  en- 
countered over  social  security  at  that 
time.  The  private  insurance  companies 
said,  "If  you  provide  a  system  of  social 
insurance,  how  are  we  going  to  sell  an- 
nuities to  people  to  protect  them  in  their 
old  age?"  They  were  a  powerful  force 
which  initially  was  lined  up  against  the 
social  security  system,  with  the  exception 
of  one  or  two  farseeing  insurance  com- 
panies. 

Despite  this  objection,  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  was  passed.  What  has  hap- 
pened to  the  private  insurance  com- 
panies? It  has  been  the  best  thing  for 
them  that  has  ever  occurred.  It  pushed 
the  question  of  providing  security  for 
old  age  to  the  fore.  It  gave  people  a 
floor  of  protection.  It  made  people  want 
to  obtain  more  protection.  As  a  result, 
there  was  a  movement  for  supplemental 
insurance  benefits — negotiated  by  unions 
in  some  cases,  and  in  other  cases,  vol- 
untarily put  into  effect  by  employers 
whose  reserve  funds  run  into  the  tens 
of  billions.  The  amount  rose  astronom- 
ically as  I  can  testify  from  my  investi- 
gation some  years  ago,  when  I  had  the 
privilege  of  drafting  legislation  to  re- 
quire disclosure  and  publicity  in  the 
handling  of  pension  funds,  as  well  as 
welfare  funds. 

The  social  security  system  has  popu- 
larized the  selling  of  policies  to  indi- 
viduals. It  is  apparent  that  the  private 
insurance  companies  of  the  country  have 
benefited  from  the  extension  of  social 
security,  and  I  predict  that  if  some  form 
of  health  care  for  the  aged  under  social 
security  is  enacted,  it  will  have  the  same 
effect.    It  will  increase  the  sale  of  private 


insurance  for  medical  costs  and  surgical 
costs.  And  we  can  still  retain  the  Kerr- 
Mills  program  to  provide  for  costs.  In 
excess  of  those  covered  under  social  se- 
curity, for  people  who  do  not  have  the 
funds  to  buy  private  policies  for  medical 
and  surgical  care. 

KERR-MILLS  CAN  BE  RETAINED  TO  SUPPLEMENT 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  HEALTH  CARE 

Thus,  the  Kerr-Mills  program  can 
serve  to  buttress  the  King-Anderson  or 
Ribicoff  proposal  in  the  same  way  that 
old  age  assistance  backstops  old  age  se- 
curity and  old  age  insurance.  It  can 
also  apply  to  people  not  covered.  The 
limited  resources  under  the  Kerr-Mills 
program  can  then  apply  to  those  who  are 
really  in  need. 

I  believe  we  are  close  to  the  day  of  de- 
cision. I  am  afraid  that  if  we  do  not 
adopt  some  form  of  hospital  and  nursing 
care  for  the  aged  under  social  security, 
now,  it  will  be  a  long  time  before  we  do  it. 
I  do  not  believe  it  will  be  possible  for 
many  Members  of  the  Senate  to  say,  "Oh, 
yes.  I  am  in  favor  of  hospital  and  nurs- 
ing care  under  social  security,  but  not 
now.  Let  us  wait  a  little  while."  In 
the  meantime,  if  we  increase  the  cash 
benefits  we  shall  find  that  after  the  cash 
benefits  have  been  increased,  it  will  be 
financially  very  difficult,  if  not  impos- 
sible, to  superimpose  health  care  for  the 
aged. 

SHOULD  WE  LEAVE  OUT  THE   18   MILLION  NOW 
OVER  65? 

There  is  another  criticism  which  is 
made  of  social  security  which  needs  to 
be  dealt  with  at  this  time.  It  is  said, 
"You  are  going  to  blanket  in  all  of  the 
present  aged,  over  65,  and  pay  them  bene- 
fits, even  though  they  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  contribute  toward  meet- 
ing the  cost."  This  is  true.  Those  over 
the  age  of  65  will  draw  full  benefits. 
For  those  who  are  now  under  the  social 
security  system — some  15  million  of  the 
total  of  18  million — their  benefits  will  be 
provided  from  the  separate  social  secu- 
rity trust  fund  for  health  care.  For  the 
3  million  who  are  not  under  social  se- 
curity, or  who  have  not  acquired  eligibil- 
ity, the  costs  will  be  borne  by  govern- 
mental expenditures.  But,  is  this  really 
an  objection? 

What  would  happen  if  we  paid  the 
people  only  the  actuarial  equivalent  of 
what  their  contributions  would  amount 
to?  People  who  are  60  will  have  only  a 
few  years  in  which  to  make  contribu- 
tions. The  amount  of  hospital  and 
nursing  care  benefits  which  they  could 
receive  under  such  conditions  would  be 
very  limited.  I  am  inclined  to  believe 
that  it  would  be  less  than  10  days,  pos- 
sibly less  than  5.  People  who  are  50 
would  have  only  a  few  years  in  which  to 
make  contributions.  And  their  benefits 
would  have  to  be  correspondingly  cur- 
tailed if  we  provided  that  each  age  group 
should  receive  only  benefits  from  funds 
to  which  that  specific  age  group  had 
contributed  in  the  past. 

This  is  the  problem  which  faces  those 
who  install  any  pension  system,  or  any 
insurance  system  for  the  aged.  There  is 
a  technical  actuarial  term  which  is  ap- 
plied to  that  group.  It  is  called  accrued 
liability.  These  are  liabilities  which  are 
taken  over  because  the  system  had  not 
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been  in  effect  in  the  past.  And  yet,  more 
people  have  continued  to  become  aged. 
They  have  passed  on  into  the  ranks  of 
the  retired  or  near  retired.  We  have 
them  on  our  hands.  Every  private  pen- 
sion system  has  had  to  deal  with  this 
problem.  Every  private  pension  system 
has  had  to  make  some  provision  for  the 
aged,  even  though  they  have  not  con- 
tributed in  the  past,  or  have  contributed 
to  only  a  very  slight  degree.  We  cannot 
postpone  the  operation  of  this  system 
until  a  whole  generation  of  people  now 
in  their  twenties  and  thirties  have  pro- 
gressed to  the  age  of  65.  We  must  deal 
with  the  18  million  people  who  are  now 
over  the  age  of  65  and  in  danger  of  in- 
curring cancer,  strokes,  heart  attacks, 
high  blood  pressure,  and  all  the  other 
ailments  of  age.  We  must  deal  with  ex- 
isting problems  now. 

THIS   MAY  BE  OUR  LAST  OPPORTUNITY   TO  PRO- 
VIDE ADEQUATE  HEALTH  CARE  FOR  THE  AGED 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  very  much  that 
the  Democratic  Party  is  not  led  down 
the  garden  path  of  seduction  by  the 
American  Medical  Association,  the  Na- 
tional Association  of  Manufacturers,  the 
U.S.  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  all  the 
other  opponents  of  health  care  for  the 
aged. 

This  is  the  week  of  truth.  And  the 
Democratic  Party  will  be  put  on  trial. 
We  welcome  the  support  of  our  good 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 
We  do  not  want  to  make  this  a  party 
matter.  We  hope  they  will  not  make  it 
a  party  matter.  We  all  have  warm 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle. 
I  note  the  presence  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Beall]. 
We  know  that  the  vast  majority  of  those 
on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  are  as  hu- 
mane as  we  are.  We  hope  they  will  join 
us  in  this  issue.  We  have  been  grati- 
fied by  the  fact  that  some  Senators  on 
the  other  side  of  the  aisle  have  intro- 
duced a  similar  proposal,  which  has  be- 
come known  as  the  Javits  amendment. 
They  have  taken  a  big  step  forward. 

I  do  not  believe  the  Javits'  plan  is  as 
good  as  either  the  Ribicoff  plan  or  the 
King-Anderson  plan  But  it  Is  a  step 
forward.  We  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the 
motives  behind  that  step  forward. 

Mr.  President,  at  a  later  time  perhaps 
I  shall  address  the  Senate  at  greater 
length.  In  a  sense,  I  have  blundered  Into 
the  present  discussion.  I  had  not  antici- 
pated speaking,  but  I  was  almost  alone 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  when  my  good 
friend  from  Louisiana  started  to  speak. 
He  exercised  his  blandishments  and  in- 
troduced his  amendments  in  such  a  way 
that  I  felt  I  should  raise  the  flag  of  dan- 
ger. Under  the  guise  of  an  increase  in 
insurance  benefits,  he  would  make  it 
more  difficult  to  provide  the  fundamen- 
tal protection  against  the  costs  of  medi- 
cal care,  which  the  vast  majority  of  old 
people  need. 

Mr.  President,  unless  some  Senator 
wishes  to  speak,  I  should  like  to  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  is  the  Sen- 
ator's privilege  to  make  any  argument 
which  In  his  heart  he  thinks  is  correct, 


and  I  would  not  stop  him  from  doing 
that  at  all.  The  logic  of  his  speech 
would  suggest  that  we  should  not  even 
pass  the  bill  which  is  before  the  Senate, 
which  would  provide  a  5-percent  in- 
crease in  social  security  payments  across 
the  board,  and  would  also  provide  for 
certain  other  ways  in  which  the,-pro- 
gram  would  be  liberalized,  such  as  better 
educational  opportunities  for  dependent 
children  and  taking  care  of  persons  who 
were  only  partly  covered  previously. 

The  argument  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  would  suggest  that  we  should  not 
have  any  part  of  the  bill  before  the  Sen- 
ate, but  that  we  should  sidetrack  the 
whole  thing  for  a  part  which  he  thinks  is 
most  desirable.  The  thought  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  that  we  ought  at 
all  odds  to  have  an  across-the-board  in- 
crease to  allow  for  the  increased  cost  of 
living  since  1958.  I  know  that  standing 
alone  the  Senator  from  Illinois  would 
support  such  a  proposal,  because  he  be- 
lieves in  a  cost-of-living  increase  for 
people  on  fixed  incomes,  particularly 
those  receiving  only  small  amounts  of 
social  security  income. 

In  addition,  I  believe  the  Senator  sup- 
ports every  provision  in  the  bill  and  in 
the  amendment  that  I  have  offered,  with 
the  exception  that  he  has  something  else 
in  mind  which  he  thinks  is  more  im- 
portant. 

I  feel  that  all  of  these  proposals  should 
be  judged  entirely  on  their  merits.  We 
must  ask  the  question,  "Is  this  some- 
thing we  ought  to  do?" 

So  far  as  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
is  concerned,  he  does  not  plan  to  vote  for 
the  King- Anderson  proposal  and  he  does 
not  plan  to  vote  for  the  Ribicoff  amend- 
ment because,  in  his  judgment,  though 
the  Federal  Government  should  go  so  far 
as  to  help  anyone  who  has  difficulty  pay- 
ing his  medical  bills,  and  he  will  vote  for 
a  general  tax  on  the  people  of  this  coun- 
try to  provide  medical  care  for  someone 
who  is  unable  to  pay  for  his  medical  ex- 
penses, he  declines — as  he  has  previ- 
ously declined — to  vote  for  a  proposal 
which  would  levy  a  general  tax  on  the 
public  for  the  purpose  of  providing  medi- 
cal for  someone  who  is  well  able  to  pro- 
vide it  for  himself,  and  who  can  show  no 
need  for  the  Federal  Government  to 
spend  Federal  money  raised  by  a  general 
tax  on  the  people  for  that  purpose. 

I  shall  not  vote  to  take  money  out  of 
the  pockets  of  the  poor,  needy,  and  un- 
fortunate people,  and  the  well  to  do 
alike,  in  order  to  provide  medical  care 
for  someone  who  is  well  able  to  pay  his 
own  medical  bill.  There  is  no  need  what- 
ever for  the  Federal  Government  to  tax 
the  poor  people  in  order  to  pay  the  medi- 
cal bill  of  those  who  have  no  need  of 
help. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  knows,  for  I 
have  debated  the  question  with  him  be- 
fore, that  under  the  medicare  proposals 
which  he  supported  people  could  be  mak- 
ing $50,000,  $100,000,  or  $200,000  a  year 
and  still  receive  medical  assistance  pro- 
vided by  the  Federal  Government  from 
a  tax  on  a  poor  man  who  has  not  enough 
money  to  put  butter  on  his  bread.  In 
my  judgment,  such  a  proposal  does  not 
make  a  great  deal  of  sense.  That  is  the 
issue  as  I  see  it.  It  is  the  issue  of  whether 


we  wish  the  Federal  Government  to  levy 
a  general  tax  on  the  public  to  pay  for 
medical  care  for  those  who  are  well  able 
to  pay  for  it  themselves  and  who  are  not 
asking  for  us  to  pay  their  medical  bills. 
We  should  help  people  who  cannot  pay 
their  own  medical  bills  and  we  have  re- 
peatedly voted  to  do  so  with  measures 
such  as  old-age  assistance  and  the  Kerr- 
Mills  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  First,  after  the  exist- 
ing group  of  the  aged  have  passed  on,  as 
they  will,  the  wealthy  who  have  become 
aged  will  have  already  made  contribu- 
tions into  the  Treasury  which  will  pro- 
vide the  basic  protection  for  them. 

Second,  what  my  good  friend  would  do 
would  be  to  require  that  the  wealthy  take 
care  of  their  own  needs  and  that  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  would  take  care  of 
the  indigent,  but  would  do  nothing  to 
provide  for  the  great  majority  of  our 
elderly  citizens,  the  self-respecting  aged 
who  are  burdened  heavily  with  sickness 
but  who  do  not  have  the  funds  to  pro- 
vide protection  out  of  their  own  income, 
and  who  are  too  proud  to  go  to  the  relief 
station  and  ask  for  aid.  I  know  that  my 
friend  from  Louisiana  likes  a  rather  ex- 
tensive relief  system.  I  do  not.  I  wish 
to  minimize  relief.  I  prefer  self-respect- 
ing social  insurance  to  relief  adminis- 
tered under  a  means  test. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  As  the  Sena- 
tor well  knows,  under  the  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram— and  it  was  well  settled  at  the  time 
the  bill  was  passed — a  person  might  have 
a  very  substantial  income,  making  as 
much  as  $3,000  or  $4,000  a  year,  and  he 
couid  have  a  home  worth  $15,000  or  $20,- 
000  debt  free,  and  still  be  eligible  for  the 
benefits  of  the  Kerr-Mills  program,  if  the 
State  in  which  he  lives  has  instituted 
such  a  plan.  Some  States  have.  Under 
such  a  plan  the  person  would  still  be 
eligible  to  receive  his  entire  medical  as- 
sistance, the  whole  thing  being  paid  for, 
not  merely  for  the  period  of  90  days  that 
the  Senator  wishes  to  provide  under  the 
so-called  King-Anderson  amendment, 
but  for  as  long  as  a  man  might  be  sick, 
which  could  involve  a  period  much  longer 
than  90  days.  All  of  that  is  available, 
not  on  the  basis  of  any  sort  of  pauper's 
oath,  but  on  the  basis  that  the  person 
would  have  some  difficulty  paying  a  large 
medical  bill.  If  the  Senator's  State  docs 
not  have  such  a  plan,  Illinois  is  to  blame 
for  the  fact  that  it  does  not. 

In  respect  to  Louisiana,  a  long  time 
ago  we  looked  after  this  situation  in 
many  respects.  Prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  Kerr-Mills  measure.  Over  half  the 
patient  days  were  spent  in  our  State  hos- 
pitals, and  with  passage  of  that  proposal, 
the  percentage  has  gone  higher  than  that 
for  the  aged.  Anyone  who  has  any  prob- 
lem about  paying  his  medical  expenses 
will  find  a  program  available  to  him. 

The  Federal  Government  is  most  gen- 
erous in  providing  $3  every  time  that  the 
State  provides  $1  for  medical  care  for 
aged  persons.  We  have  a  very  fine  pro- 
gram. We  have  good  hospitals.  We  have 
good  doctors.  We  have  good  care  for  our 
people. 
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I  am  willing  to  vote  for  more  money  to 
provide  care  for  those  who  have  difficulty 
In  paying  for  it  themselves,  but  this  Sen- 
ator is  reluctant  to  vote  for  the  complete 
dole. 

The  complete  dole  is  a  program  under 
which  a  millionaire  might  be  placed  on 
relief — and  that  is  what  it  would  amount 
to — when  the  working  people  would  be 
taxed  in  order  to  provide  medical  care 
for  the  wealthy.  The  beneficiary  would 
not  be  required  to  pay  5  cents  of  his 


own  money  for  medical  care.  We  would 
tax  the  general  public  to  provide  care  for 
people  who  are  ready,  able,  and  willing 
to  pay  for  it  themselves. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
ready  to  yield  the  floor.  Before  I  do  so, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  there  be 
printed  at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks 
two  brief  tables  which  I  have  compiled. 
The  first  compares  the  methods  of  fi- 
nancing the  health  care  plans.  It  shows 
the  employer  and  employee  contributions 


under  the  provisions  of  the  present  law, 
the  House  bill  (H.R.  11865)  as  it  came  to 
the  Senate,  the  Gore  amendment  to  the 
House  bill,  the  Ribicoff  amendment,  the 
Javits  amendment,  and  the  King-Ander- 
son proposal.  The  second  compares 
benefits  provided  under  each  of  the  three 
plans. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Brief  comparison  of  financing  of  the  health  care  plans 


EMPLOYEE  AND  EMPLOYER  CONTRIBUTIONS,  EACH  CONTRIBUTION  RATES  OF  SELF-EMPLOYED 


Year 

Present 
law 

H.R.  11865 

Gore 
amendment 
to  H.R. 
11865 

Ribicoff 
amendment 
to  H.R. 
11865 

Javits 
amendment 
to  H.R. 
11865 

King- 
Anderson  Year 
alone 

Present 
law 

H.R.  11865 

Gore 
amendment 
to  H.R. 
11865 

Ribicoff 
amendment 
to  H.R. 
11865 

Javits 
amendment 
to  H.R. 
11865 

King- 
Anderson 
alone 

1965.  

3.625 
4.125 
4.626 
4.625 

3.8 
4.0 
4.5 
4.8 

4.2 
4.4 
4.9 
5.  2 

3.9 
4.3 
4.7 
5.0 

4. 08 
4.28 

4.  78 

5.  08 

3. 875  1965  

5.4 

6.2 
6.9 
6.9 

5.7 
6.0 
6.8 
7.2 

6.3 
6.6 
7.4 
7.8 

5.9 
6.6 
7. 1 
7.6 

6.12 
6. 14 
7.22 
7.62 

6.8 
6.6 
7.3 
7.3 

1966-67... 
1968-70— 
1971  

4.375  1966-67... 
4.875  1968-70— 
4.875  1971.  

Base  rate 

Base  rate 

$4,800 

$5,400 

$5,400 

$5,400 

$5,400 

$5,200 

$4,800 

$5, 400 

$5,400 

$5, 400 

$5,400 

$6,200 

Maximum  yearly  contribution  rates  (maximum  tax  rate  on  maximum  base 

rate) 

Maximum  yearly  contribution  rates  (maximum  tax  rate  on  maximum 
base  rate) 

$222 

$259.20 

$280.80 

$270 

$274.  32 

$263.  50 

$331.20 

$388.80 

$421.20 

$405 

$411. 48 

$379.60 

Brief  comparison  of  the  benefits  provided  in  the  3  health  care  plans 


1.  Inpatient  hospital  care  (per 
benefit  period). 


2.  Skilled  nursing  home  care 
(per  benefit  period). 


3.  Home  health  services. 


4.  Outpatient  diagnostic  hos- 
pital services. 


Gore  amendment  (King-Anderson) 


Choice  between— 

(a)  45  days  with  no  deductible; 

(b)  90  days  with  a  $10  deductible  for  a 

maximum  of  9  days; 

(c)  180  days  with  a  deductible  equal  to 

214  times  the  average  daily  cost. 


Up  to  180  days  after  transfer  from  hospital  to  a 
home  affiliated  with  a  hospital. 


Up  to  240  visits  per  year. 


No  duration  limit  but  subject  to  a  $20  deduct- 
ible per  30-day  period. 


Ribicoff  amendment 


Choice  between — 

(a)  45  days  with  no  deductible; 

(b)  90  days  with  deductible  of  the  lesser  of— 

(1)  2}4  times  the  average  days'  cost  for 

such  services  throughout  the  coun- 
try under  the  program;  or 

(2)  Charges  the  hospital  usually  charges 

for  such  services. 
Up  to  30  days  after  transfer  from  a  hospital.   No  re- 
quirement of  hospital  affiliation. 


Up  to  30  visits  per  year. 
None  


Javits  amendment 


45  days  with  no  deductible. 


Up  to  180  days  m  home  affiliated  with 
a  hospital  or  one  which  need  not  be 
affiliated  after  transfer  from  a 
hospital. 

Up  to  240  visits  per  year  furnished  by 
a  home  health  agency  affiliated 
with  a  hospital. 

None. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  inclu- 
sion of  health  insurance  in  the  social 
security  system  is  a  pressing  need. 
Health  insurance  for  the  aged  is  not  a 
new  subject.  Indeed,  it  has  been  about 
as  thoroughly  explored  as  any  subject 
I  know. 

That  the  need  is  not  now  being  met 
is  acknowledged  by  all  but  those  who  are 
unwilling  to  look  squarely  at  the  facts. 
The  only  real  basis  for  argument  is  the 
question  of  how  the  need  should  be  met. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  I  can  call 
attention  to  the  fact  that  the  platform 
of  the  Democratic  Party  adopted  last 
week  endorsed  health  insurance  through 
social  security.    Without  in  any  way 


seeking  to  make  this  subject  a  partisan 
affair,  I  invite  the  attention  of  my  col- 
leagues to  the  fact  that  in  the  speech  of 
acceptance  by  President  Johnson,  as  I 
recall,  the  very  first  program  which  he 
advocated  was  a  health  care  program. 

Pending  before  the  Senate  is  an 
amendment  which  would  increase  the  to- 
tal tax  upon  the  payrolls  of  American 
workmen  to  10  percent — 5  percent  for 
the  employee  and  5  percent  for  the 
employer. 

I  would  not  wish  to  impute  any  un- 
worthy motives  to  the  authors  of  that 
amendment.  However,  I  suggest  that 
the  effect  of  its  adoption  would  be  to  kill 
health  care  insurance  under  the  social 
security  program  for  the  foreseeable  fu- 
ture, and  perhaps  forever.  But,  Mr. 
President,  the  Nation  cannot  afford  to 
kill  the  chance  to  enact  a  medicare  pro- 
gram under  social  security. 

There  is  now  being  drafted  an  amend- 
ment which  would  install  in  the  bill  the 
principles  of  the  King-Anderson  bill. 
Staff  members  are  now  drafting  the 
amendment,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Democratic  leadership  of  the  Senate.  I 


shall  offer  the  amendment  before  the  day 
is  over,  so  that  the  amendment  will  be 
printed,  and  the  Senate  may  have 
a  clear-cut  choice.  The  choice  will  be 
whether  health  care  and  hospitalization 
through  the  social  security  program  will 
be  adopted,  or  whether  the  piddling  in- 
crease proposed  in  the  pending  amend- 
ment will  serve  to  kill  an  effective  medi- 
care program  for  all  foreseeable  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Of  course 
the  Senator  can  draw  whatever  conclu- 
sion he  wishes  to  draw  in  an  attempt  to 
ascribe  motives  to  others,  if  he  wishes 
to  do  so. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  did  not  suggest  that  it 
was  anyone's  motive  to  do  anything.  I 
said  that  the  proposal  would  have  the 
effect  of  doing  what  I  think  it  would  do. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  I  were  in 
favor  of  what  the  Senator  wishes  to  do, 
that  is,  levy  a  general  tax  on  everyone, 
to  pay  the  medical  bills  of  everyone  over 
65,  be  he  rich  or  poor,  without  regard 
to  any  need  that  people  may  have  for 
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this  assistance,  I  would  vote  for  the  Sen- 
ator's amendment  in  addition  to  the  cost- 
of-living  increase  for  those  who  are  on 
social  security. 

The  amendment  that  I  have  proposed 
is  a  cost-of-living  increase  amendment. 
If  the  Senator  had  offered  his  amend- 
ment first,  and  his  amendment  had  been 
agreed  to,  the  Senate  would  still  have 
voted  for  at  least  some  of  the  provisions 
in  my  amendment,  or  would  have  lib- 
eralized the  amount  that  a  man  can 
earn  and  keep  under  social  security,  by 
raising  the  amount  from  $40  to  $45,  or 
by  providing  some  of  the  other  advan- 
tages in  the  bill,  to  make  it  possible  for 
a  person,  for  example,  to  finish  college 
or  go  through  college  through  age  21. 

I  believe  that  the  Senate  would  vote 
for  most  if  not  all  of  these  provisions 
whether  the  Senator's  amendment  was 
agreed  to  or  not. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
know  of  a  single  vote  which,  in  his 
judgment,  would  be  cast  against  his 
amendment  in  the  event  my  amendment 
was  agreed  to?  Does  he  know  of  a 
single  vote  that  he  could  say  with  as- 
surance would  be  lost? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  not 
asking  the  Senator  to  name  any  Sen- 
ator. All  I  am  asking  is,  Dtses  he  know, 
in  checking  where  the  votes  are — and 
there  has  been  a  nose  count  on  both 
sides  of  this  issue — of  any  Senator  who 
would  vote  differently  because  a  cost-of- 
living  increase  was  included  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  wish  to  forecast 
how  any  Senator  would  vote.  I  am  sug- 
gesting that  I  shall  offer  a  health  care 
proposal  under  the  social  security  pro- 
gram, which  I  hope  will  prevail  over  the 
amendment  which  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  of- 
fered. The  Senate  may  then  make  a 
choice.  I  shall  offer  the  program  en- 
dorsed by  the  Democratic  National  Con- 
vention only  last  week,  the  program  of 
President  Lyndon  Baines  Johnson,  the 
program  of  the  Democratic  leadership 
of  the  Senate,  and  the  program  which 
I  earnestly  believe — though  this  I  cannot 
certify  as  a  fact — the  overwhelming  ma- 
jority of  the  people  who  are  already  65, 
and  also  those  who  are  in  their  fifties 
and  early  sixties,  who  see  the  specter  of 
pauperism  as  the  requirement  for  hos- 
pital care  staring  them  in  the  face,  will 
endorse. 

That  is  the  amendment  which  I  shall 
offer. 

I  should  like  to  discuss  this  issue  in 
some  detail.  What  is  the  basis  for  say- 
ing that  there  is  a  greater  need  for 
health  insurance  among  the  over-65  age 
group  than  among  other  groups  in  our 
population?   The  basis  is  threefold. 

First,  those  over  65  use  far  more  hos- 
pital and  similar  services  than  do  others. 
The  record  shows  that  those  who  are  past 
65  require  hospitalization  to  the  extent 
of  three  times  the  requirement  of  those 
who  are  under  65. 

Fortunately,  the  lifespan  of  the  Amer- 
ican people  has  been  greatly  extended. 
I  am  happy  that  this  is  so. 

The  problem  is  made  more  acute  by 
the  longevity  of  our  people.  More  and 
more  of  our  people  live  into  the  sunset 


years,  when  their  requirements  for  hos- 
pitalization are  three  times  as  great. 

Yet,  Mr.  President,  the  lengthening  of 
the  evening  years  of  life,  at  a  time  when 
more  hospitalization  is  required,  also 
comes,  sadly,  when  the  earning  capacity 
of  those  individuals  is  greatly  reduced,  If 
not  entirely  obliterated. 

Where  is  the  man  aged  65  now  to  turn 
for  gainful  employment,  with  auto- 
mation, with  increased  productivity  per 
man,  requiring  alacrity  and  dexterity? 
Where  is  the  woman  of  65  to  find  a  job? 
Indeed,  where  is  the  man  60  years  of  age 
to  find  a  job? 

The  problem  of  adequate  medical  care 
is  made  more  acute  by  the  better  diets 
we  have,  by  the  improvement  in  medical 
science,  by  the  increased  longevity  of  our 
people.  Of  those  facts  I  am  proud.  But 
these  facts  combine  to  create  a  problem 
which  is  among  the  most  pressing  prob- 
lems in  our  society. 

Moreover,  it  becomes  more  acute  day 
by  day.  Why?  Because  the  indexes 
point  to  a  further  lengthening  of  life.  I 
presume  all  of  us  will  be  proud  and  glad 
that  the  indexes  thus  indicate;  but  that 
poses  a  social  problem  which  is  unmet. 
Yet  there  is  pending  before  the  Senate 
an  amendment  which,  in  my  opinion, 
would  kill  health  care  under  the  social 
security  program. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  should  like,  if  I  may,  to 
complete  this  thought  before  yielding. 
The  second  point  which  makes  necessary 
the  inclusion  of  health  insurance  in  the 
social  security  program  is,  as  I  already 
stated,  that  most  of  those  who  are  over 
65  have  reduced  earnings  and  cannot  pay 
for  those  services  out  of  current  earn- 
ings. 

Third,  should  the  elderly — and  when  I 
refer  to  the  elderly,  I  refer  not  only  to 
those  who  are  now  65,  but  also  to  the 
mass  of  our  people  who  face  the  insecu- 
rity of  old  age  without  health  insurance; 
I  refer  to  younger  people  who  wish  to 
pay  during  their  earning  years  a  small 
amount  in  order  to  lay  up,  to  build  for 
themselves  an  entitlement  to  hospital 
care,  which  is  theirs  as  a  matter  of 
right — be  forced  to  deplete  their  re- 
sources to  pay  for  a  long  illness,  there  is 
little  possibility  that  their  savings  can 
be  replenished.  They  thus  run  the  risk 
of  becoming  fully  and  permanently  in- 
digent. 

There  are  two  types  of  insurance 
which  might  be  considered — private  and 
public.  Private  insurance  is  not  meeting 
the  need;  and,  as  I  shall  show  later,  it 
cannot  reasonably  be  expected  to  meet 
that  need. 

In  this  area,  the  only  answer  to  peace 
of  mind  in  old  age,  so  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, is  a  Government-sponsored  pro- 
gram; and  the  best  machinery — already 
in  existence— is  the  social  security  sys- 
tem. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  have  not 
seen  the  amendment  to  which  the  Sen- 
ator has  referred.  As  I  understand,  he 
proposes  to  deny  social  security  increases 
in  order  to  provide  medical  assistance  to 


everyone,  whether  he  is  rich  or  poor, 
whether  he  needs  it  or  not.  I  hope  the 
Senator  will  not  try  to  draft  his  amend- 
ment in  such  a  way  that  a  person  will 
have  no  choice,  because  in  Louisiana, 
such  an  amendment  would  result  in 
taking  from  the  poor  in  order  to  give  to 
the  rich.  In  my  State,  50  percent  of  all 
hospital  aid  to  all  persons  at  all  ages  is 
provided  by  the  State  in  State  hospitals, 
at  no  cost  to  those  people.  For  aged 
persons,  it  is  a  much  higher  percentage 
than  50.  I  shall  try  to  obtain  the  figure, 
but  I  do  not  believe  it  is  more  than  75 
percent.  The  Federal  Government  con- 
tributes $3  for  every  dollar  that  the  State 
contributes  with  respect  to  the  health  of 
the  aged.  The  Federal  Government  does 
not  match  State  efforts  so  far  as  those 
below  65  years  of  age  are  concerned. 

But  with  this  very  generous  Federal 
assistance,  any  aged  person  who  has  a 
problem  paying  a  medical  bill  can  receive 
assistance.  Louisiana  has  a  much  better 
program  than  does  Tennessee.  However, 
I  hope  every  State  will  do  what  Louisiana 
has  done  by  providing  a  liberal  program 
for  sick  people. 

This  amendment  would  deny  some 
aged  person,  who  might  have  fine  hos- 
pital facilities  available,  the  benefit  of  a 
small  cost-of-living  increase  to  enable 
him  to  buy  bread  and  butter,  in  order  to 
provide  hospitalization  for  some  rich 
person  who  does  not  need  that  assist- 
tance.  Thus  the  dole  becomes  complete. 
A  general  tax  would  be  imposed  on  the 
public  as  a  whole  in  order  to  pay  for 
hospital  service  for  all  people,  including 
the  rich,  who  are  well  able  to  provide  it 
for  themselves.  It  would  be  provided 
for  them  on  a  giveaway  basis,  because 
they  would  have  paid  nothing  whatever 
for  the  service  that  the  bill  provides  for 
them. 

When  the  poor  are  taxed  to  help  the 
rich,  the  dole  will  be  complete.  Every- 
body will  be  on  the  dole,  be  he  rich  or 
poor. 

Mr.  GORE.  This  is  a  most  interest- 
ing comment  from  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana.  He  complains 
of  a  program  which,  to  use  his  words, 
taxes  the  poor  to  benefit  the  rich.  Yet 
he  proposes  an  amendment  which  would 
do  exactly  that.  Taxes  would  be  in- 
creased upon  the  payroll  of  every  covered 
worker  in  the  United  States,  under  the 
Long  amendment,  to  10  percent  of  the 
payroll.  Who  would  get  the  benefit? 
The  rich  and  the  poor  alike.  I  do  not 
condemn  the  Senator's  amendment  for 
that  reason,  because  the  social  security 
program  is  not  a  welfare  program;  it  is 
a  contributory  program  with  insurance 
features  maximized  and  general  taxa- 
tion features  minimized. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Sena- 
tor is  

Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  yield  just  now. 
The  Senator  has  made  an  argument;  I 
am  going  to  hoist  him  by  his  own 
petard. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  We  shall  see 
if  the  Senator  can  do  so. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  proceeding  to  do  so. 
The  benefits  flow  from  the  social  secu- 
rity program  to  all  beneficiaries  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  payments  made  there- 
in.   One  could  be  a  multimillionaire  in 
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assets  and  still  be  a  beneficiary  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana. Yet  he  insists  he  is  opposed  to  an 
amendment  to  tax  the  poor  to  benefit 
the  rich. 

Again,  I  do  not  condemn  the  Sena- 
tor's amendment  on  that  basis.  Yet  the 
Senator  undertakes  to  condemn  medi- 
care by  a  yardstick  which  would  con- 
demn his  own  amendment.  The  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Louisiana  has  used 
the  word  "need"  many  times.  He  says 
that  the  Kerr-Mills  Act — the  present 
program — helps  those  who  need  it. 

I  desire  to  see  a  program  that  is 
based  not  upon  charity,  not  upon  public 
welfare,  not  upon  a  pauper's  oath,  but 
upon  insurance  principles,  by  which  the 
mass  of  the  people,  not  merely  the  in- 
digent and  pauperized  element  of  our 
population,  but  the  great  mass  of  self- 
respecting,  self-supporting  people,  will 
make  contributions  in  the  earning  years 
of  their  lives,  in  order  that  they  may  be 
assured  of  adequate  hospital  care,  if 
misfortune  befalls  them  in  the  evening 
of  their  lives. 

We  know  that  the  inexorable  facts  of 
life  being  as  they  are,  as  the  oak  tree 
grows  mature  and  old,  its  branches  begin 
to  wilt.  Decay  sets  in.  So  it  is  with  hu- 
man beings.  Those  who  are  past  65  re- 
quire hospitalization  to  the  extent  of 
three  times  as  much  as  those  under  65. 
What  of  the  doctors'  bills,  the  nursing 
home  care,  the  drugs  and  the  nurses? 

Mr.  President,  we  are  dealing  with  the 
most  pressing  unmet  problem  of  our  so- 
ciety. It  may  sound  paradoxical  to  say 
that  happily  it  is  growing  worse — 
happily,  in  that  more  and  more  of  us 
have  the  prospect  of  living  more  years  in 
the  evening  of  our  lives.  The  King-An- 
derson bill,  the  medicare  proposal  as  it 
is  referred  to — though  that  may  be  a  mis- 
nomer— is  a  sound  program,  one  in  which 
people  can  participate  with  dignity  and 
respect. 

God  forbid  that  ill  fortune  should  be- 
fall my  distinguished  friend  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  so  that  in 
the  evening  of  his  life  he  should  be  be- 
reft of  economic  resources  despite  his 
great  earning  capacity  in  the  full  bloom 
and  youthfulness  of  his  talent  at  the 
present  time.  May  he  never  have  to  go 
to  Louisiana  with  his  hat  in  hand,  and  go 
down  to  the  welfare  office  and  qualify  as 
an  indigent.  That  is  what  the  Kerr-Mills 
program  is  designed  for.  It  is  designed  to 
give  aid  in  the  form  of  hospitalization 
and  medical  care  for  those  who  are  medi- 
cally indigent.  I  hope  that  the  Senator 
will  never  be  indigent  for  any  purpose. 
I  hope  that  if  illness  should  ever  befall 
him  in  the  evening  of  his  life,  he  will  be 
just  as  proud,  just  as  dignified,  just  as 
self-respecting,  and  just  as  self-support- 
ing as  he  is  now,  through  participation 
in  a  health  insurance  program  as  a  part 
of  the  social  security  system. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  made  the 
point  that  the  Senator's  proposal,  inso- 
far as  my  State  is  concerned,  to  deny  a 
cost-of-living  increase  under  social  se- 


curity and  to  substitute  for  that  an  in- 
surance program  that  a  needy  person 
does  not  need,  is  a  program  of  taxing 
the  poor  for  the  benefit  of  one  who  is 
well  able  to  pay  for  his  own  medical  ex- 
penses. I  said  that  it  was  a  dole  in  the 
utmost,  when  we  tax  the  poor  for  the 
benefit  of  the  rich.  The  Senator  said 
that  is  what  my  amendment  would  do 
for  an  across-the-board  cost-of-living 
increase.  Not  at  all.  What  I  am  pro- 
posing in  the  cost-of-living  increase  is  to 
provide  the  same  benefits  to  which  those 
persons  would  have  been  entitled  in 
1958,  had  Congress  kept  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing in  line  with  what  it  was  then,  and 
had  Congress  maintained  the  stable 
purchasing  power  of  the  dollar. 

The  people  have  paid  for  these  bene- 
fits. What  they  get  is  not  as  much  as 
what  they  were  supposed  to  get,  because 
of  the  responsibility  which  resides  in 
Washington;  namely,  that  of  maintain- 
ing a  stable  cost  of  living. 

But  every  one  of  those  people  has  paid 
for  the  social  security  insurance  benefits 
he  is  receiving.  What  I  am  proposing  is 
merely  to  give  him  what  has  been  eroded 
away  from  him  as  a  result  of  inflation. 

Some  of  the  additional  people  to  be 
benefited  by  this  bill — and  I  hope  the 
Senator  is  not  going  to  take  them  out  of 
coverage — include  those  who  have  paid 
for  social  security  insurance  and  did  not 
receive  any  because  they  were  covered  for 
perhaps  only  9  months,  or  a  year,  and 
therefore  did  not  get  any  social  security 
benefits,  while  someone  else  did. 

My  amendment  would  extend  the  prin- 
ciples that  those  who  have  paid  for  the 
benefits  and  built  up  this  $20  billion 
fund — which  the  Government  can  man- 
age as  a  trust  fund  to  its  own  advan- 
tage— should  get  a  cost-of-living  adjust- 
ment to  which  they  are  entitled  and 
which  they  have  paid. 

What  the  Senator  is  proposing  to  take 
this  from  them  in  order  to  go  out  into 
the  States  like  mine,  where  Louisiana  is 
already  providing  for  approximately  75 
percent  of  the  aged  in  the  hospitals  now, 
and  take  care  of  the  other  25  percent 
including  great  numbers  who  do  not  need 
help,  ignoring  the  75  percent  who  are 
entitled  to  a  little  cost-of-living  increase, 
to  put  a  little  protein  on  their  table  so 
that  they  can  eat  meat  once  in  a  while, 
so  that  they  can  have  chicken  on  Satur- 
day and  fish  on  Friday,  so  that  those  peo- 
ple can  enjoy  a  little  better  life.  If  we 
do  not  do  something  to  help  those  people 
live  better,  they  may  not  even  be  lucky 
enough  to  get  into  a  hospital;  they  may 
starve  to  death  first. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  in- 
teresting that  the  Long  amendment  was 
not  introduced  in  the  committee.  There 
were  no  meatless  days  then,  any  more 
than  there  are  now.  The  Long  amend- 
ment was  not  presented  nor,  so  far  as  I 
know,  was  it  heard  of  until  it  was  offered 
just  today  after  the  King-Anderson  bill, 
now  at  the  desk,  was  called  up. 

Let  us  not  become  too  confused. 
Largely,  the  same  people  would  be  the 
beneficiaries  of  the  increased  social  secu- 
rity benefits  proposed  in  the  Long  amend- 
ment and  the  health  insurance  proposed 
by  the  King-Anderson  bill,  embodied  in 


an  amendment  which  I  have  offered 
along  with  several  other  Senators.  So 
there  is  a  choice.  There  is  a  choice  be- 
tween providing  a  sound  hospitalization 
program,  hospital  insurance  under  the 
social  security  program,  and  voting  for 
"piddling"  benefit  increases  in  an  elec- 
tion year.  I  have  offered  an  amendment 
for  the  aged  as  well  as  for  those  who  will 
become  aged  in  years  to  come,  on  a  sound 
pay-as-you-go  basis.  That  is  an  inter- 
esting point.  The  King-Anderson  bill, 
which  is  the  substance  of  my  amend- 
ment, proposes  to  levy  a  tax  of  four- 
tenths  of  1  percent  on  the  employer  and 
employee  on  salaries  and  wages  up  to 
$5,600  a  year — that  is,  on  the  first  $5,600 
of  wages,  salaries. 

The  revenue  from  this  tax  would  be 
paid  into  a  trust  fund.  A  record  would 
be  kept  of  every  person's  contribution. 
He  would  have  certain  entitlements  as  a 
result,  if,  after  65,  he  should  become  ill, 
if  he  or  his  wife  must  go  to  a  nursing 
home  or  a  hospital,  or  if  either  or  both 
were  afflicted  with  a  long  or  crippling 
illness.  The  proposal  has  been  described 
as  actuarially  sound.  Yet,  somehow,  the 
proposal  to  levy  a  tax  to  establish  a  fund 
out  of  which  benefits  would  be  paid  is 
branded  as  irresponsible,  as  socialized 
medicine.  On  the  other  hand,  as  if  day 
were  night,  the  Kerr-Mills  law,  which 
provides  unlimited  benefits,  so  far  as  the 
Federal  Government  is  concerned,  and 
which  provides  no  source  of  revenue — 
it  is  merely  charged  to  the  public  debt — 
is  somehow  called  fiscally  sound. 

There  is  another  paradox.  The  King- 
Anderson  bill  does  not  propose  to  pay 
doctors'  fees.  The  Kerr-Mills  bill  does. 
It  is  unlimited.  The  measure  that  makes 
no  provision  for  payment  for  doctors  is 
called  socialized  medicine.  The  meas- 
ure that  provides  for  unlimited  payments 
for  doctors'  fees  is  somehow  called  free 
enterprise  medicine.  This  is  paradoxi- 
cal, indeed. 

I  have  stated  that  the  Kerr-Mills  bill 
was  without  limit.  The  president  of  the 
American  Medical  Association  appeared 
before  the  Senate  Finance  Committee. 
I  asked  him  if  the  Kerr-Mills  bill  would 
provide,  insofar  as  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment is  concerned,  for  the  complete 
payment  of  hospitalization,  doctors, 
nurses,  X-rays,  drugs,  and  treatments  of 
all  sorts  for  a  man  from  the  time  he  was 
65  until  he  was  95.  The  answer  that  he 
gave  was,  "Yes." 

In  contrast,  this  actuarially  and  fis- 
cally sound  program  I  propose  provides 
limited  benefits. 

There  is  another  way  in  which  the 
Kerr-Mills  law  is  without  limit.  It  cov- 
ers any  condition;  name  it.  The  Kerr- 
Mills  law  provides  that  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment shall  pay  its  share  of  the  cost 
for  treatment  of  every  disease  or  condi- 
tion, physical  or  mental,  any  kind  of 
treatment  that  the  authors  of  the  bill 
could  imagine.  Then,  as  if  that  were  not 
enough,  the  12th  item  reads  as  follows: 

Any  other  medical  care  or  remedial  care 
recognized  under  State  law. 

Let  me  read  the  conditions,  infirmities, 
diseases,  and  afflictions  for  which  the 
Federal  share  under  the  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram is  without  limit.    They  are : 
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One,  inpatient  hospital  services. 
Two,  skilled  nursing  home  services. 
Three,  physicians'  services. 
Four,  outpatient  hospital  or  clinic  serv- 
ices. 

Five,  home  health  care  services. 
Six,  private  duty  nursing  services. 
Seven,  physical  therapy  and  related  serv- 
ices. 

Eight,  dental  services. 

Nine,  laboratory  and  X-ray  services. 

Ten,  prescribed  drugs,  eyeglasses,  dentures, 
and  prosthetic  devices. 

Eleven,  diagnostic  screening  and  preventive 
services. 

And,  as  if  they  had  overlooked  some- 
thing: 

Twelve,  any  other  medical  care  or  remedial 
care  recognized  under  State  law. 

I  do  want  to  point  out  that  tuberculosis 
is  an  exception.  Yet  the  program  which 
provides  no  means  of  financing,  no  source 
of  income,  and  whose  benefits  are  com- 
pletely unlimited,  is  somehow  called 
fiscally  responsible. 

How  do  we  come  to  such  a  massive  na- 
tional misunderstanding  of  the  facts?  I 
propose  a  sound  program,  an  addition  to 
the  social  security  program  that  is  time 
tested,  that  is  widely  accepted,  and  de- 
monstrably actuarially  sound. 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee,  unfor- 
tunately, again  this  year  as  in  1960,  has 
refused  to  adopt  a  health  insurance  pro- 
gram under  social  security.  We  have 
made  progress,  however;  in  1960,  five 
members  of  the  committee  signed  mi- 
nority views  favoring  medicare.  This 
year,  six  members  of  the  committee  did 
so. 

In  1960,  those  of  us  who  signed  minor- 
ity views  arrived  at  the  following  con- 
clusions: 

First.  The  aged  have  high  potential 
and  actual  disability  and  heavy  costs  of 
medical  care. 

Second.  The  aged — especially  the  re- 
tired— have  markedly  reduced  incomes 
and  limited  liquid  assets  which  are  not 
replenishable. 

Third.  Private  insurance  policies  can- 
not meet  their  needs  either  in  terms  of 
costs  or  benefits. 

Fourth.  The  aged  should  not  be  re- 
quired to  undergo  the  humiliation  of 
meeting  medical  costs  through  the  char- 
ity approach. 

Fifth.  The  aged  and  the  aging  prefer 
to  obtain  medical  benefits  through  an 
insurance  system  to  which  they  them- 
selves contribute  and  receive  benefits  as 
a  matter  of  right. 

Sixth.  The  system  of  OASDI  now  cov- 
ers 9  out  of  10  working  Americans;  it  has 
been  tested  by  experience;  it  is  the  effi- 
cient, effective  method,  and  should  be 
extended  to  include  the  financing  of  the 
basic  medical  needs  of  the  aged. 

Our  experience  since  1960,  especially 
with  the  Kerr-Mills  approach  to  medical 
care,  has  validated  and  strengthened  ev- 
ery one  of  these  conclusions. 

HEALTH   CARE  AND  THE  ELDERLY 

The  elderly  need  far  more  health  care, 
as  I  have  already  pointed  out,  than  do 
the  younger  earning  groups.  This  is,  of 
course,  self-evident,  but  the  cold  statis- 
tics cruelly  bear  out  the  general  obser- 
vation. 

Those  over  65  use  three  times  as  many 
hospital  days,  on  the  average,  as  do 


younger  groups.  Elderly  couples,  even 
without  any  hospitalization,  will  spend, 
on  the  average,  $233  for  medical  costs 
during  a  year.  But,  if  one  of  them  has 
to  go  to  the  hospital,  then  the  average 
medical  care  for  the  year  will  jump  to  a 
crushing  cost  of  $1,220.  Compare  this 
necessary  expenditure,  this  one  item  of 
expense,  with  the  fact  that  half  our 
elderly  couples  have  total  annual  in- 
comes of  less  than  $2,800  per  year.  After 
one  hospitalization  of  either,  the  hus- 
band or  the  wife,  how  does  the  average 
old  couple  live  and  pay  health  cost,  rent, 
food,  and  other  living  expenses? 

Suppose  both  of  them  have  a  serious 
illness.  It  would  not  take  long  to  make 
them  medical  indigents.  I  do  not  like  to 
condemn  the  mass  of  our  people  to  the 
prospect  of  indigency.  I  propose  an 
amendment  to  save  them  from  that  in- 
dignity. 

Even  though  their  average  income  is 
low,  and  even  though  cash  benefits  now 
received  under  social  security,  veterans' 
pensions,  and  other  provisions  are  inade- 
quate, most  of  the  elderly  who  do  not 
have  a  serious  illness  can  exist  in  self- 
respect,  though  in  many  instances  in  but 
small  comfort. 

But  let  that  serious  illness  strike.  Let 
the  necessity  arise  for  going  to  a  nursing 
home,  as  it  has  come  to  an  increasing 
number  of  old  people.  The  prospect  un- 
der present  law  for  the  great  mass  of  our 
people  is  medical  indigency,  the  require- 
ment to  go  upon  welfare,  and  to  accept 
public  charity.  Can  we  not  afford  better 
than  that? 

But  what  happens?  Without  an 
amendment  it  means  that  we  would  con- 
demn our  old  people — not  only  those 
who  are  old  now,  but  those  who  will  be- 
come old  tomorrow — to  the  taking  of  a 
pauper's  oath,  affirmation,  or  statement. 
That  to  me  is  a  disgrace  in  a  country  as 
rich  as  ours. 

The  Senate  could  vote  a  $11.5  billion 
per  year  tax  reduction,  but  now  some 
Senators  quiver  at  the  prospect  of  pro- 
viding health  insurance  under  the  social 
security  program  by  the  levying  of  a 
small  tax — four-tenths  of  1  percent  for 
employer  and  employee — upon  payrolls 
up  to  $5,600  per  year. 

What  happens  when  a  serious  illness 
strikes?  Current  income  which  is  needed 
for  groceries  and  rent  must  go  for  medi- 
cal care.  Savings  must  be  depleted.  The 
home  may  have  to  be  sold.  Then,  hat  in 
hand,  this  formerly  self-sufficient,  self- 
reliant,  respected  member  of  the  commu- 
nity must  go  to  the  welfare  people  and 
beg  a  handout  under  Kerr-Mills  or  some 
other  charity  program. 

This  is  a  disgrace  in  a  country  such  as 
ours. 

Charity  should  be  provided  where  in- 
surance is  not  applicable  or  practicable. 
But  we  can  do  better  than  charity  for 
most  of  our  people. 

That  is  why  I  strive  so  earnestly, 
though  some  others  seem  to  be  unwilling, 
to  provide  for  them  in  their  early  years 
a  program  through  which  they  can  lay 
up  for  the  rainy  day  which,  on  the  aver- 
age, must  come  someday  for  nearly  all. 

IS  THE  NEED  NOW  BEING  MET? 

The  need  for  better  health  care  for  the 
elderly  is  not  being  met,  but  in  the  name 
of  decency  it  must  be  met.    Surely  we 


cannot  afford  to  ignore  the  health  needs 
of  the  elderly.  We  cannot  leave  them  to 
die  unattended  in  the  absence  of  ability 
of  their  relatives  to  take  care  of  them. 

Yet  a  great  many  people  seem  to  favor 
abandonment  of  those  who  become  old. 

I  am  shocked  by  some  of  the  mail  I 
receive.  Many,  in  condemning  medi- 
care, will  decry  "big  government,"  quote 
the  Biblical  passage  about  the  poor  al- 
ways being  with  us,  and  cite  ancient  his- 
tory to  try  to  prove  that  governments 
which  become  too  centralized  quickly 
fall.  Arguments  of  this  sort  have  no 
bearing  on  the  question  of  providing 
health  insurance  on  a  sound,  pay-as-you- 
go  basis.  They  certainly  cannot  logi- 
cally be  advanced  by  anyone  who  sup- 
ports the  present  social  security  system. 

There  was  a  time  when  our  economic 
and  social  structure  were  such  that  we 
could  conscientiously,  perhaps,  allow  the 
burden  to  be  carried  by  the  elderly  and 
their  families.  We  could,  in  effect,  allow 
each  family  unit  to  be  a  self -insurer  in- 
sofar as  health  care  expenses  were  con- 
cerned, or  we  did  so,  at  least,  however 
inadequately. 

But  then  ours  was  an  agrarian  society. 
Most  of  the  elderly  of  today  and  of  to- 
morrow cannot  insure  themselves  against 
a  long  hospital  stay.  They  must,  then, 
seek  some  sort  of  outside  help  for  this 
catastrophic  occurrence. 

True,  private  health  insurance  is  avail- 
able and  is  being  sold  in  relatively  large 
quantities.  There  are  two  problems, 
however.  If  an  elderly  couple  can  afford 
to  pay  the  premiums  on  a  given  policy, 
they  wind  up  with  inadequate  coverage. 
If  they  get  a  policy  giving  them  adequate 
coverage,  they  must  deny  themselves 
many  comforts,  and  even  necessities,  in 
order  to  scrape  up  the  $400  to  $550  an- 
nual premium.  And  then  there  is  the 
"fine  print,"  such  as  cancellation  clauses. 
Many  an  old  person  has  paid  his  mite 
as  an  insurance  premium  for  a  long 
period  of  time  only  to  find,  as  the  dis- 
tinguish senior  Senator  from  Michigan 
demonstrated  in  the  report  of  his  com- 
mittee, that  the  benefits  were  wholly  in- 
adequate to  provide  sufficient  health 
care. 

There  is  some  dispute  as  to  how  many 
of  our  elderly  have  some  sort  of  health 
insurance,  but  it  would  seem  that  a  little 
over  half  have  some  kind  of  coverage. 
But,  according  to  the  best  figures  I  can 
obtain,  only  about  1  million  of  our  older 
people,  5  to  6  percent,  have  insurance 
coverage  which  would  pay  as  much  as 
40  percent  of  today's  medical  costs. 
About  8  million  have  no  coverage  at  all, 
and  another  3  million  have  policies  pay- 
ing $10  per  day  or  less — or  something  less 
than  half  the  average  cost  of  a  hospital 
room  today. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.   I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  has 
made  a  very  significant  statement. 
What  he  is  saying  is  that  almost  half 
of  the  18  million  over  the  age  of  65  have 
no  medical  insurance  for  their  old  age. 

Mr.  GORE.  True;  and  of  those  who 
have  some  form  of  private  insurance,  a 
great  many  have  utterly  inadequate  cov- 
erage. Many  policies  have  cancellation 
clauses. 
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Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  also 
says  that  only  3  million  have  policies 
which  pay  up  to  $10  a  day  for  hospital 
bills. 

Mr.  GORE.   That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  We  have  evidence — 
and  the  Senator  from  Michigan  can  con- 
firm or  deny  this  statement — that  the 
average  cost  of  hospital  care  in  the  coun- 
try is  approximately  $37  a  day. 

Mr.  GORE.   That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  other  words,  8  mil- 
lion persons  have  no  protection;  another 
3  million  probably  have  insurance  cover- 
ing only  from  a  third  to  a  quarter  the 
cost  of  hospitalization  alone. 

Mr.  GORE.   That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  indicates  a  great 
need;  does  it  not? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  indicates  one  of  the 
most  pressing  needs,  if  not  the  most 
pressing  need,  of  our  society.  This  is 
an  issuo  which  the  Senate  must  face,  and 
it  is  a  good  time  to  face  it,  because  this  is 
a  year  of  decision  for  the  American  peo- 
ple. It  is  a  time  when  they  have  a  choice 
to  make.  I  know  all  of  us  will  be  proud 
of  the  extent  to  which  the  American  peo- 
ple will  participate  in  decision  making. 
Our  two-party  system  performs  its  high- 
est function  only  when  it  offers  to  the 
American  people  meaningful  choices. 

It  may  well  be  that  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater]  would  support 
the  Long  amendment.  President  John- 
son supports  health  insurance  through 
the  social  security  program. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Is  the  Sen- 
ator sure  President  Johnson  is  opposed 
to  a  cost-of-living  increase  for  the  aged? 
I  know  he  is  for  health  insurance,  but  I 
had  never  heard  that  he  was  opposed 
to  a  cost-of-living  increase  for  those  who 
are  now  on  social  security. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana seeks  to  bring  up  this  question 
again.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  face  it. 
I  am  sure  the  President  would  be  will- 
ing to  face  it.  I  am  sure  the  choice  of 
the  Senate  will  be  clear — whether,  on 
the  one  hand,  it  wishes  to  provide  health 
insurance  through  the  social  security 
program,  or,  on  the  other  hand,  provide 
no  health  insurance  in  exchange  for  the 
piddling  increase  in  benefits  proposed  in 
the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent  

Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  yield  just  now. 
The  Senator  has  made  this  point  three 
times,  and  I  am  prepared  to  answer  it 
again. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  would  provide  a  2-percent  in- 
crease in  benefits.  A  person  who,  under 
the  House  bill,  would  receive  $45  a  month 
in  social  security  benefits  would  receive 
less  than  90  cents  a  month  additional 
under  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana;  yet  be  denied,  perhaps 
for  his  lifetime,  the  opportunity  to  have 
a  health  insurance  program  under  so- 
cial security,  under  which  and  through 
which  he  would  have  benefits  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right  should  he  have  to  go  to  a 
nursing  home  or  hospital  before  the 
Grim  Reaper  struck  him. 


Yes — 90  cents  a  month.  Consider  it. 
Benefits  of  90  cents  a  month  are  piddling. 
Yet  they  are  sought  to  be  added — per- 
haps not  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
medical  care  forever,  but,  in  my  honest 
opinion,  if  adopted,  that  would  be  the 
effect  of  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent  

Mr.  GORE.  Just  a  moment.  I  wish 
to  go  further.  The  Senator  says  also 
that  the  amendment  which  I  have  pro- 
posed would  tax  the  poor  to  help  the 
rich. 

Let  us  take  a  larger  benefit,  one  of 
the  more  generous  social  security  bene- 
fits. Let  us  take  the  case  of  a  person 
who  is  earning  a  better  salary  or  a  larg- 
er wage,  and  has  under  existing  law  a 
social  security  benefit  of  $99  a  month. 

Under  the  pending  bill  that  is  not  ex- 
actly a  rich  man's  income.  It  is  more 
like  a  widow's  mite.  What  would  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana do?  It  would  kill  medicare  for  one 
thing,  and  it  would  provide,  instead,  an 
increase  in  benefits  of  $1.98  a  month. 

Look  at  the  great  benefit  for  which 
medicare  will  be  sacrificed  if  the  Sen- 
ate makes  that  choice.  It  is  90  cents  a 
month  for  those  who  receive  $45  a  month 
under  the  House  bill,  and  the  vast  sum 
of  $1.98  for  those  who  are  receiving  the 
magnificent  sum  of  $99  a  month.  How 
long  would  $1.98  last?  How  many  pills 
would  that  buy?  How  long  would  It  last 
in  a  hospital  where  the  cost  is  above 
$30  a  day? 

I  hope  the  old  person  to  whom  the  Sen- 
ator would  give  90  cents  a  month  is  never 
forced  to  go  to  the  hospital.  I  hope  his 
children  can  keep  him.  I  hope  he  or  she 
never  has  to  be  taken  to  a  nursing  home. 
How  long  would  the  90  cents  last? 

I  do  not  like  to  discuss  it  on  this  basis, 
but  the  Senator  insists  upon  dragging 
this  question  into  the  debate.  If  he 
wishes  to  discuss  it  on  that  basis,  I  shall 
discuss  it  on  that  basis.  His  amendment 
would  provide  piddling  benefits;  and  the 
effect  of  his  amendment  would  be  to  kill 
forever  health  care  under  the  social  se- 
curity program,  a  sound  program  under 
which  a  man  can  contribute  a  small 
amount,  to  be  placed  in  a  trust  fund,  to 
entitle  him  in  later  years  to  hospitaliza- 
tion, or  have  nursing  home  care,  which 
would  enable  such  a  person  to  walk  into 
those  places  in  dignity,  without  having 
to  say,  "I  am  a  medical  indigent.  Please 
give  me  public  charity."  * 

The  $1.98  additional  benefits  per 
month  is  no  substitute  for  the  self  re- 
spect of  the  self-supporting  mass  of  peo- 
ple who  are  left  out  of  the  existing  pro- 
gram and  who  would  largely  be  left  out 
of  private  hospital  insurance  also. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  know  the  Senator  did  not  intend 
it  this  way;  but  some  of  the  things  the 
Senator  has  said  would  indicate  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  that  an  impartial 
person  hearing  the  Senator's  statement 
would  gain  the  impression  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  not  sincere  in 
offering  his  amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.   I  have  not  implied  that. 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  No;  but 
some  impartial  person  listening  might 
gain  that  impression.  I  know  the  Sena- 
tor did  not  intend  to  say  that.  I  believe 
the  Record  should  show  that  no  Senator 
during  the  last  16  years  has  offered  more 
amendments,  and  I  doubt  if  any  Senator 
has  been  more  successful  in  having 
amendments  agreed  to  in  the  Senate,  in 
aid  of  the  needy  and  the  underprivileged 
people  of  this  country,  than  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana. 

I  was  a  cosponsor  of  the  Kerr-Mills 
amendment,  which,  while  it  might  not  be 
what  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  likes, 
has  done  more  than  a  great  number  of 
other  proposals  which  have  been  sug- 
gested, and  which  have  not  become  law, 
to  help  provide  for  those  who  have  dif- 
ficulty providing  for  themselves. 

What  I  am  proposing  is  not  a  mini- 
mum of  90  cents.  I  am  proposing  a  $5 
increase.  The  maximum  increase  would 
go  from  $40  to  $45.  The  House  proposed 
an  increase  from  $40  to  $42. 

The  $3  difference  may  sound  small  to 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee.  It  might 
sound  like  a  piddling  amount — he  has 
used  the  word  "piddling"  throughout  the 
debate — but  to  a  person  who  has  noth- 
ing but  $42  a  month  income  it  repre- 
sents a  great  deal  of  money. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  did  not 
mention  the  fact  that  the  bill  also  con- 
tains two  major  public  welfare  amend- 
ments which  the  Junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  offered. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena- 
tor has  made  one  point.  I  wish  to  re- 
spond to  it.  Then  I  shall  yield  further 
to  the  Senator. 

Under  the  existing  law  the  maximum 
social  security  payment  is  $127  per 
month.  Let  us  get  down  to  the  facts. 
That  is  the  maximum.  The  bill  before 
the  Senate  would  add  5  percent  to  that, 
which  would  be  $6.35  a  month. 

The  Long  amendment  would  further 
increase  that  amount  by  $2.54.  The 
Long  amendment  would  increase  the 
benefits  by  2  percent. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Would  the 
Senator  mind  telling  me  what  else  it 
does? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  raises  the  minimum 
from  $40  to  $45. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Would  the 
Senator  mind  telling  the  rest  of  it? 

Mr.  GORE.  Beyond  the  $45  minimum, 
it  increases  the  benefits  by  2  percent. 
The  maximum  increase  is  the  meager 
sum  of  $2.54  a  month.  It  comes  down  to 
$1  a  month  for  the  person  who  under 
present  law  draws  $50  a  month.  I  shall 
not  again  describe  the  increases  provided 
by  the  Senator's  amendment  as  piddling 
amounts.  I  withdraw  that  word,  al- 
though I  think  at  least  the  adjective 
"meager"  would  be  appropriate.  For  this 
meager  amount,  if  accepted  by  the  Sen- 
ate, health  insurance  under  the  social 
security  program  would  be  killed. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  the  Senate  will 
make  a  sound  choice.  The  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  re- 
ferred to  his  record  of  increasing  bene- 
fits for  the  old  and  needy.  I  applaud  him 
upon  his  record.  In  many  cases  I  have 
assisted  him  in  the  adoption  of  his 
amendments. 
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I  did  not  assist  in  the  enactment  of  the 
Kerr-Mills  bill.  I  do  not  believe  it  is 
sound.  It  is  not  sound  for  two  reasons. 
It  has  two  basic  faults.  First,  it  operates 
to  give  the  greatest  benefits  to  the  aged 
people  in  the  richest  States,  the  States 
which  are  best  able  to  provide  those 
benefits  themselves.  One  State  is  now 
receiving  42  percent  of  the  benefits  from 
the  present  Kerr-Mills  program.  Five  of 
the  50  States  now  receive  76  percent  of 
the  benefits,  according  to  the  president 
of  the  American  Medical  Association. 

What  about  the  States  which  have  the 
least  capacity,  the  least  economic  re- 
sources? A  great  many  of  them,  com- 
paratively, receive  only  a  very  small 
amount.  Only  24  percent  is  left  to  be 
divided  among  45  States.  So  the  Kerr- 
Mills  Act  is  unsound  upon  that  basis. 

Another  reason  why  it  is  unsound  is 
that  its  benefits  are  available  only  to 
indigents.  I  do  not  know  what  the  re- 
quirements are  in  all  other  States,  but 
in  my  State  of  Tennessee  the  elderly  are 
disqualified  for  benefits  if  they  have  as 
much  as  $1,500  in  personal  property. 
Where  is  there  an  old  couple  with  an 
electric  stove  in  the  house,  a  meager 
amount  of  household  furniture,  and  a 
few  holdings  which  they  consider  dear, 
who  do  not  have  as  much  as  $1,500  in 
personal  property?  Yet  if  they  have  an 
income  of  as  much  as  $1,800  a  year,  they 
are  disqualified  from  participating  in  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  in  Tennessee.  How 
do  they  eat;  how  do  they  pay  for  medi- 
cine; how  do  they  pay  doctors'  and  hos- 
pital bills  on  $1,800  a  year?  Or,  if  they 
own  a  home  worth  $8,000  or  $10,000,  they 
are  disqualified.  Where  is  there  a  house 
and  lot  or  a  few  acres  of  farmland  now 
that  is  not  worth  that  much?  The  Kerr- 
Mills  program  is  in  basic  fault  in  that  it 
provides  benefits  only  for  the  indigent. 

People  of  wealth  can  provide  for  them- 
selves. They  can  afford  the  premiums 
for  private  insurance  policies.  Also,  as 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson]  knows,  the  law  provides  a  lib- 
eral tax  deduction  for  health  expenses, 
and  persons  in  the  high-income  brackets, 
for  that  reason,  have  a  large  part  of  their 
health  costs  paid  for.  But  the  great  mass 
of  the  people,  those  who  are  neither  very 
poor  nor  very  rich,  are  left  out.  More 
and  more  of  this  number  are  living 
longer,  with  a  larger  percentage  of  their 
lives  in  the  evening  years,  when  the  costs 
of  health  care  are  greater. 

This  is  a  pressing  problem.  It  is  one 
to  which  the  conscience  of  the  Senate 
must  be  directed. 

I  know  that  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander- 
son], who  is  a  coauthor  of  the  King- 
Anderson  bill,  and  at  whose  side  I  strove 
to  accomplish  its  adoption,  will  tomorrow 
make  an  address  to  the  Senate  which  will 
challenge  its  attention  and  its  conscience. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Sena- 
tor referred  to  my  amendment  on  the 
basis  of  a  so-called  90-cent  benefit,  or  a 
$2.47  benefit.  The  maximum  benefit  one 
would  get  under  the  amendment  would 
depend  on  one's  particular  circum- 
stances.   If  he  had,  say,  an  income  of 


$40,  he  would  get  an  increase  of  $5,  which 
would  be  an  increase  of  12%  percent. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  one  considers 
the  whole  amendment,  and  if  the  person 
were  working  to  supplement  his  social 
security  income,  if  we  consider  the  maxi- 
mum benefit  one  would  get  from  the 
amendment,  plus  the  bill,  it  would  be  a 
benefit  of  $906.80  a  year,  as  I  calculate  it. 
Let  us  analyze  that.  If  we  consider  the 
amendment  merely  as  an  addition  to  the 
bill,  the  benefit  would  be  $876.32.  What 
I  am  computing  is  the  additional  income 
to  a  person  if  he  were  making  $3,000  a 
year,  and  had  that  taken  out  of  his  social 
security  income,  with  the  result  that  he 
would  have  had  none  of  his  social  security 
income  left. 

The  Senator  knows  that  the  Long 
amendment  provides  that  one  could  keep 
$1,500  that  he  earned  and  could  keep 
half  of  the  next  $1,500  that  he  earned, 
compared  with  the  present  test,  which 
allows  him  to  keep  only  $1,200  plus  $250 
of  the  next  $500. 

So  if  we  consider  the  additional  earn- 
ings, and  if  we  talk  about  the  maximum, 
the  maximum  would  be  an  increase  of 
about  $906.80,  as  I  calculate  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  Let  me  answer  that  point 
before  the  Senator  goes  further.  This 
situation  is  indeed  unusual.  The  able 
junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  is  inge- 
nious, indeed.  He  is  now  calculating 
what  the  old  person  already  has,  not 
what  the  Senator's  amendment  would 
give  him.  Let  us  look  at  the  situation. 
The  average  social  security  benefit  is  $78 
a  month.  The  Long  amendment  would 
increase  that  benefit  by  2  percent,  which, 
according  to  my  calculation,  would  be 
$1.56  a  month.  That  does  not  come  to 
$800  or  $900  a  year.  The  best  I  can  make 
of  it  is  that  it  would  be  a  little  less  than 
$20  a  year. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Let  us  pur- 
sue that  a  step  further.  Suppose  the 
person  were  making  $250  a  month. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  would  not  be 
giving  him  that;  the  person  is  already 
earning  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  But  if  the 
Senator  had  his  way,  he  would  take  $78 
away  from  him.  If  a  person  were  mak- 
ing $250  a  month,  under  my  amendment 
he  would  keep  most  of  the  $250,  plus  the 
amount  of  the  social  security  income. 
The  proposal  of  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee would  take  that  away. 

The  Senator  continues  to  refer  to  this 
amendment  as  one  that  is  being  offered 
to  kill  his  proposal.  I  do  not  favor  pay- 
ing the  medical  expenses  of  people  who 
are  well  able  to  pay  their  own  medical 
expenses.  I  shall  vote  for  any  reason- 
able proposal  to  help  to  take  care  of  a 
person  who  is  not  in  a  position  to  pay 
his  own  medical  expenses,  but  I  do  not 
propose  to  vote  to  have  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment pay  the  medical  expenses  of 
people  who  are  well  able  to  pay  their  own 
expenses. 

But  if  I  did  agree  with  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee,  from  an  ideological 
point  of  view,  an  additional  payroll  tax 
of  0.4  percent  of  the  payroll  to  provide 
it  would  not  stop  me  from  voting  for  it. 

(At  this  point  Mr.  Walters  took  the 
chair  as  Presiding  Officer.) 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    My  guess  is 


that  if  the  Senator  had  enough  confi- 
dence in  his  proposal  to  offer  it  on  its 
own  merits,  he  would  find  that  he  would 
have  as  many  votes  for  it  on  its  own 
merits  as  otherwise.  I  believe  that  the 
Senate  would  vote  for  my  amendment 
on  its  merits.  I  do  not  propose  to  "pig- 
gyback" my  amendment  on  that  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee.  My  guess  is 
that  if  the  Senator  will  offer  his  amend- 
ment he  will  get  as  many  votes  for  his 
amendment  when  he  offers  it  on  its  own 
merits  as  mine  offered  for  the  cost  of 
living  increase  to  which  the  people  are 
entitled.  My  guess  is  that  if  it  were  not 
for  the  Senator's  great  interest  in  the 
amendment  he  is  offering  on  its  own 
merits,  he  would  vote  for  the  amendment 
that  I  am  offering,  feeling  it  is  a  good 
proposition.  The  fact  is  that  he  has 
voted  for  some  parts  of  it  on  other  oc- 
casions— an  increase  in  the  earnings 
limitation,  for  example. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  able  Senator 
from  Louisiana.  If  the  Senate  will  ex- 
amine carefully  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  it  will  discover 
that  the  amendment  would  provide  for 
a  2 -percent  increase  in  social  security 
benefits. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Seven  per- 
cent— but  the  Senator  means  2  percent 
plus  the  5  percent  which  the  bill  provides. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  appreciate  the  effort 
of  the  Senator  to  make  it  plain,  but  I 
did  not  speak  ambiguously.  I  said  that 
the  Senator's  amendment  would  increase 
benefits  2  percent. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    Over  the  bilL 

Mr.  GORE.  Let  us  state  it  exactly. 
The  House  bill  increases  benefits  5  per- 
cent. The  Senator's  amendment  would 
increase  that  to  7  percent;  is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
is  correct ;  but  that  is  not  all  it  would  do. 

Mr.  GORE.  Then,  Mr.  President,  the 
fact  stands  that  when  the  average  social 
security  benefit  is  $78,  the  Long  amend- 
ment would  on  the  average  increase 
social  security  benefits  by  $1.56  per 
month.  Instead  of  this,  I  and  many 
other  Senators  will  offer  substance  of  the 
King-Anderson  bill.  I  hope  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
will  take  the  lead,  as  he  is  in  the  Cham- 
ber, and  I  would  appreciate  the  encour- 
agement of  his  attention,  because  as  he 
knows,  when  he  was  ill  and  away,  I  of- 
fered the  King-Anderson  bill  as  an 
amendment  in  committee  and  said,  and 
repeated,  that  I  was  doing  so  only  to  keep 
the  issue  alive  and  because  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Mexico  was 
absent  and  unable  to  do  so  himself. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  to  say 
that  what  the  Senator  has  said  is  cor- 
rect; but  it  also  took  place  when  I  was 
away.  He  has  pointed  out  that  he  was 
doing  so  only  because  I  was  at  that  time 
in  the  hospital,  enjoying  the  privilege 
of  paying  $2  for  a  shot  of  insulin  which 
I  normally  give  myself  in  the  morning 
free. 
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Also,  the  able  Senator  from  Illinois 
I  Mr.  Douglas],  the  able  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore!  ,  and  various  other 
Senators  had  similar  proposals.  The 
King-Anderson  bill,  so  called,  was  se- 
lected out  of  a  group  only  because  there 
were  few  modifications  in  it,  which  the 
other  bills  did  not  possess.  But  the  bill 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  the  bill 
of  the  Senator  from  Illionis,  and  the  bill 
of  the  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Mc- 
Namara]  were  all  very  much  alike,  and  I 
am  sure  that  the  country  would  have 
been  well  served  by  any  one  of  them. 

Tomorrow,  I  shall  join  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  as  vigorously  as  I  can  to 
try  to  see  that  his  amendment  prevails. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  able  Senator 
from  New  Mexico- 

I  wish  to  make  one  other  point  clear. 
After  the  surprise  move  of  the  distin- 
guished, able  and  adroit  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  it  became  neces- 
sary to  arrange  a  strategy  conference, 
for  the  preparation  of  an  amendment  to 
be  offered  under  the  present  situation.  I 
happened  to  be  the  only  Member  of  a 
group  with  a  speech  ready  to  deliver. 
That  is  why  I  am  speaking  now.  It  had 
been  hoped  and  expected — at  least  by 
me — that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
would  make  the  first  speech  on  the  sub- 
ject; but,  since  I  am  on  the  floor,  I  shall 
conclude  and  then  listen  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  tomorrow,  because  I 
know  that  his  speech  will  be  far  more 
persuasive,  far  more  incisive,  and  far 
more  effective  than  the  one  which  I  am 
now  delivering. 

Mr.  President,  if  there  could  be  some 
feasible  way  for  private  insurance  to  be 
set  up  so  that  a  wage  earner  could  pay 
premiums  during  his  working  years  for 
adequate  protection  during  retirement, 
something  in  the  private  area  might  be 
worked  out.  But  the  problems  are  many. 
Premiums  would  have  to  be  high  to  in- 
sure a  profit.  Nearly  all  people  would 
have  to  be  covered  to  spread  the  risk, 
and  hold  down  administrative  costs. 
And,  worst  of  all,  cash,  rather  than  serv- 
ice benefits  would  have  to  be  paid. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  buying  fire 
insurance  on  a  home  for  approximately 
26  years.  There  has  been  no  fire.  I  hope 
my  home  will  never  burn,  but  I  am  not  at 
all  sorry  for  the  payments  that  I  have 
made  for  26  years  because  those  pay- 
ments have  provided  a  reserve  fund  out 
of  which  policyholders  in  the  same  com- 
pany who  suffered  the  misfortune  of  a 
fire  were  compensated  for  their  loss. 

This  is  not  socialism.  This  is  business. 
The  insurance  principle  is  imbedded 
throughout  the  system  of  American  pri- 
vate enterprise.  It  happens  that  for  so- 
ciety as  a  whole  it  is  advantageous  to 
spread  the  risk  among  all  our  people, 
each  paying  a  small  amount  a  month 
in  order  to  build  a  fund  from  which 
those  who  in  later  years  suffer  health 
hazards  can  draw  benefits. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  at  that 
point? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  believe  that  one 
of  the  things  in  the  insurance  field  that 
sometimes  is  forgotten  is  the  fact  that 
these  risks  are  measured  over  a  long  pe- 


riod of  years.  We  contribute  to  each 
other's  welfare.  As  I  remember,  the 
average  dwelling  house  policy  is  based 
on  a  rate  assuming  that  the  average 
dwelling  house  will  burn  down  once  every 
400  years.  It  is  only  through  spreading 
the  risks  out  that  we  can  provide  pro- 
tection. The  Senator  from  Tennessee 
will  recognize  that  there  are  other  types 
of  insurance,  of  course,  which  have  been 
reduced  in  cost  because  of  the  coverage 
having  been  added  and  combined. 

I  watch  television  advertising  every 
once  in  a  while,  especially  that  of  the 
insurance  companies.  They  advertise  a 
combined  policy  and  assert  that  they 
can  write  a  combined  policy  for  almost 
the  same  cost  as  other  companies  write 
individual  policies.  I  happen  to  be  as- 
sociated with  a  company  that  writes 
combined  policies  now.  We  found  that 
the  greatest  cost  to  the  insurance  busi- 
ness is  putting  the  policy  on  the  books 
in  the  first  place,  and  then  keeping  some 
track  of  the  individual.  Therefore,  we 
can  write  a  policy  that  combines  several 
forms  of  insurance  at  very  little  more 
cost  than  the  original  basic  coverage,  not 
nearly  what  the  individual  coverage 
would  cost.  That  has  some  bearing  on 
the  reason  for  the  use  of  social  security, 
because  the  records  of  people  who  are  in 
the  social  security  system  are  already 
available.  The  basic  data  are  available. 
They  are  all  kept  in  one  place.  If  a  loss 
occurs  under  a  person's  health  insurance 
policy,  it  can  be  handled  a  great  deal 
cheaper  under  the  social  security  system 
than  by  keeping  records  in  100  different 
agencies.  That  is  the  reason  why  so 
many  of  us  have  favored  using  the  social 
security  system.  The  records  are  al- 
ready available.  They  are  already  kept. 
They  are  preserved  in  one  spot.  They 
are  quickly  accessible.  The  cost  of  in- 
surance is  substantially  reduced. 

I  am  very  glad  that  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  has  covered  the  question  of 
cost.  That  is  one  argument  that  cannot 
be  overcome.  It  is  cheaper  to  carry  the 
names  of  all  persons  in  1  spot  than  to 
have  them  in  100  different  places.  That 
is  the  reason  why  I  have  supported  the 
program.  I  am  glad  the  Senator  from 
Tennesee  supports  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  grateful  for  the  re- 
marks of  the  able  Senator. 

I  wish  to  invite  the  attention  of  Sen- 
ators to  the  fact  that  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  who 
states  that  he  is  associated  with  an  in- 
surance company,  was,  in  fact,  the 
founder  of  an  insurance  company  that 
has  grown  to  be  one  of  the  great  insur- 
ance companies  of  the  Southwest.  He  is 
not  a  wildeyed  Socialist.  The  senior  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  is  a  successful 
businessman.  He  believes  in  free  enter- 
prise. He  knows  the  actuarial  cost  of  in- 
surance. He  also  is  acquainted  with  the 
costs  of  administering  a  program.  He 
very  effectively,  and,  I  think,  tellingly, 
pointed  to  one  of  the  strong  arguments 
in  favor  of  health  insurance  through  the 
social  security  program — I  repeat  it  for 
emphasis — that  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration now  has  an  individual  ac- 
count for  every  covered  worker  in  the 
United  States.  Each  worker — including 
most  Senators,  I  daresay — has  a  social 


security  number.  I  have  in  my  billfold 
my  social  security  card  as  a  self-cm- 
ployed  person. 

This  social  security  number  is  identi- 
fied in  the  social  security  files  on  a  punch 
card  system.  My  benefits,  and  the  bene- 
fits of  millions  of  American  workers,  can 
be  determined  by  the  pushing  of  a  but- 
ton. The  addition  of  health  insurance  to 
that  system  would  require  one  additional 
category-  The  same  machines  would  cal- 
culate and  fix  the  data.  The  same  ad- 
ministrative costs — instead  of  being 
duplicated — would,  in  large  measure, 
suffice.  That  is  one  strong  argument. 
This  problem  requires  a  sensible  busi- 
nesslike approach.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  fact  that  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  with 
Ins  vast  experience  in  the  insurance  field, 
pointed  this  out. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  If  one  is  the  owner 
of  stocks  on  which  he  receives  divi- 
dends, the  Federal  Government  asks  the 
company  that  issues  the  stock  to  ask 
for  the  individual's  social  security  num- 
ber when  the  company  sends  a  dividend 
check. 

When  one  transfers  stock,  the  question 
arises.  I  received  today — on  my  return 
from  Atlantic  City — some  dividend 
checks.  The  company  informed  me  that 
they  did  not  have  my  social  security 
number.  They  asked  me  to  send  it  to 
them.  This  is  done  because  the 
Federal  Government  can  trace  those  pay- 
ments through  the  social  security  sys- 
tem more  easily  than  they  can  be  traced 
through  the  taxpayer. 

That  is  the  very  principle  that  we 
would  like  to  use  here.  There  is  noth- 
ing wrong  with  it.  The  Federal  Gov- 
ernment likes  it.  The  capitalist  likes  it. 
Everyone  seems  to  get  along  very  well 
in  that  way. 

If  this  principle  can  be  useful  to  the 
Treasury,  I  do  not  see  why  it  cannot  be 
useful  to  the  taxpayer  who  pays  his 
taxes. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  for  his  further  contribution. 

The  private  insurance  industry  is  to 
be  commended  for  getting  into  this  field 
as  strongly  as  it  has.  In  addition  to  so- 
cial security,  I  have  a  health  insurance 
policy.  Fortunately,  I  can  make  the 
premium  payments.  But  it  is  a  great 
burden  for  the  mass  of  our  people  to 
pay  premiums  on  an  adequate  insurance 
policy.  It  is  particularly  a  hardship  for 
the  elderly  people  to  pay  the  higher 
premiums  that  are  charged  them.  As 
a  Senate  committee  has  shown,  many  old 
people  think  they  have  an  adequate 
health  insurance  policy,  only  to  discover 
through  the  fine  print  of  the  cancella- 
tion clauses  that  they  do  not  have  it. 
Nevertheless,  I  applaud  the  extent  to 
which  private  insurance  has  entered  this 
field.  I  favor  further  entrance  of  pri- 
vate insurance  into  the  field.  Such  non- 
profit organizations  as  Blue  Cross 
are  to  be  commended.  There  is  a  place 
for  such  organizations.  But  that  place  is 
as  a  supplement  and  complement — not 
to  carry  the  whole  load. 
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Many  who  will  admit  that  not  only 
can  be  covered  by  private  health  insur- 
ance will  claim  that  the  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram is  meeting  the  need  for  medical 
care  among  our  elderly.  This  is  a  charity 
program.  I  do  not  believe  that  public 
charity  should  be  imposed  on  the  ma- 
jority of  the  elderly  of  today,  or  upon 
those  who  will  be  retired  tomorrow. 
There  is  a  place  for  charity.  But  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  will  not  do  the  neces- 
sary job.  It  is  not  now  doing  it,  and  it 
will  not  do  it  in  the  future. 

There  are  several  very  basic  things 
wrong  with  Kerr-Mills,  some  of  which  I 
have  already  pointed  out.  But  I  wish  to 
emphasize  them  once  again.   They  are: 

First.  The  bulk  of  Federal  funds  go  to 
the  more  prosperous  States.  At  the  pres- 
ent time,  according  to  the  AMA,  76  per- 
cent of  the  Federal  payments  go  to  five 
States.  According  to  Government 
sources,  these  five  States,  with  only  32 
percent  of  our  elderly,  got  74  percent  of 
Federal  funds  under  this  program  in  May 
of  this  year. 

Second.  Eligibility  requirements  are 
such,  in  many  States,  as  to  negate  any 
real  benefit.  In  my  own  State  of  Ten- 
nessee, the  requirements  are  very  severe. 
For  instance,  an  elderly  couple  with  per- 
sonal property  worth  more  than  $1,500, 
or  an  annual  income  of  $1,800,  or  a  home 
worth  more  than  $10,000  cannot  receive 
benefits  under  the  Kerr-Mills  program. 
In  other  words,  proved  pauperization  is 
a  requirement  for  eligibility.  Other 
States  have  strict  requirements. 

Third.  Administrative  costs  are  dis- 
proportionately high  as  compared  with 
other  programs.  According  to  a  report 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Health  of  the 
Elderly,  published  in  1963,  administra- 
tive costs  were  running  as  high  as  25  to 
59  percent  in  1962. 

I  call  that  fact  particularly  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico.  Administrative  costs  ran  as  high 
as  59  percent  of  the  amount  of  money 
which  went  to  a  State.  Such  costs 
amounted  to  25,  30,  40  percent,  on  up  to 
59  percent.  No  such  administrative  costs 
would  be  experienced  under  the  social 
security  program. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Though  I  am  not 
sure  of  it,  I  believe  an  estimate  has  been 
made  that  the  cost  would  be  only  about 
3  percent  under  the  social  security 
system. 

Mr.  GORE.    Three  percent? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Three  percent.  I 
know  that  it  would  not  be  anything  like 
the  percentage  which  the  Senator  has 
mentioned.  I  am  reasonably  sure  that 
the  administrative  cost  would  be  only 
about  3  percent,  because  of  the  fact  that 
the  record  is  already  kept.  'As  I  pointed 
out  a  moment  ago,  if  an  individual  has 
an  automobile  insurance  policy  covering 
liability  and  property  damage,  and  he 
wishes  to  add  windstorm  and  tornado 
coverage,  practically  nothing  must  be 
added  because  the  record  is  already  kept. 
A  policy  has  been  made  out.  A  charge 
slip  is  made  through  an  agent.  The 
agent  makes  out  his  bill  to  the  customer. 


All  of  those  things  are  done  at  one  time. 
For  that  reason  these  things  can  be  done 
for  3  percent.  If  that  figure  is  not  cor- 
rect, I  shall  try  to  correct  it.  But  I  am 
quite  sure  the  figure  is  somewhere  in 
the  neighborhood  of  3  percent. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  appreciate  that.  Imag- 
ine how  deluded  an  old  person  would 
feel  if  he  were  told  that  a  specified 
amount  of  money  would  come  to  a  State 
for  hospital  care,  and  yet  learn  also  that 
$1  out  of  every  $2  goes  not  to  the  old 
people  who  need  hospital  and  health 
care,  but  for  administrative  costs. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  was  greatly  inter- 
ested in  the  statement  which  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  made  about  adminis- 
trative costs.  I  am  not  particularly  fa- 
miliar with  the  entire  program,  but  if  I 
am  not  in  error,  the  State  of  Kansas  ad- 
ministers the  Kerr-Mills  program 
through  the  social  security  board.  I  can- 
not see  why  there  should  be  any  differ- 
ence in  cost  between  the  handling  of  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  and  the  handling  of 
the  King-Anderson  program  if  it  were 
handled  through  the  same  agency.  That 
is  why  I  was  greatly  concerned  about  the 
figures  stated  by  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee. 


Mr.  GORE.  The  Kerr-Mills  program 
is  not  handled  through  the  contributory 
system  of  the  social  security  program.  I 
believe  what  the  Senator  refers  to  is  the 
welfare  agency.  I  believe  that  in  all 
States  the  Kerr-Mills  program  is  ad- 
ministered by  the  welfare  phase  of  the 
old-age  assistance  program  rather  than 
through  the  social  security  program. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  If  the  Senator  will 
permit,  I  happen  to  know  Mr.  Marvin 
Larson,  the  man  who  administers  the  so- 
cial security  program  and  the  welfare 
program  in  the  State  of  Kansas.  He  is 
one  of  our  outstanding  leaders  in  that 
field  in  Kansas.  I  was  interested  in  the 
comment.  I  cannot  conceive  how  the 
program  would  be  handled  any  different- 
ly under  the  King-Anderson  amendment 
than  under  the  present  Kerr-Mills  Act. 
Perhaps  I  am  in  error. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    In  a  moment. 

I  am  not  acquainted  with  the  details 
of  the  program  in  the  State  of  Kansas, 
but  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  a 
statement  of  the  administrative  costs  of 
the  Kerr-Mills  program  in  those  States 
participating  in  that  program  in  1962. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


Table  VII. — MA  A:  Administration  costs  in  relation  to  total  vendor  payments,  by  jurisdic- 
tion, calendar  year  1962 

[Expenditures  in  thousands] 


Jurisdiction 


Total  . 


Alabama..  

Arkansas  

California  

Connecticut  

Guam  

Hawaii  

Idaho  

Illinois   

Kentucky  

Louisiana  

Maine   

Maryland  

Massachusetts. 

Michigan   

New  Hampshire- 
New  York  

North  Dakota  

Oklahoma  

Oregon  

Pennsylvania  

Puerto  Rico  

South  Carolina... 

Tennessee  

Utah  

Vermont  

Virgin  Islands  

Washington  

West  Virginia  


Payments  began 


February  1962... 

October  1961  

January  1962  

May  1962  

June  1962  

July  1961  

August  1961  

November  1961. 

April  1961  

December  1961.. 

January  1962  

June  1961  

November  1960. 
November  1960. 
December  1961.. 

April  1961  

August  1961  

December  I960.. 

January  1962  

February  1962... 

January  1961  

August  1961  

 do  

September  1961. 

October  1962  

May  1961..  

November  1960. 
 do  


Expenditures 


Vendor 
payments 


$250, 830 


393 
810 
46, 046 
6,731 
11 
1, 195 
2, 090 
2,414 
535 
793 
750 
2,519 
43,  111 
18,  726 
41 

102, 887 
1,  961 
1, 116 
524 
10,015 
530 
1, 023 
413 
1,  265 
63 
26 
1,  632 
2,609 


Adminis- 
tration 1 


$15,  652 


42 
102 
2,933 
458 
3 
41 
156 
93 
156 
229 
17 
119 
2,  352 
451 
2 

6,  839 
175 
39 
144 
108 
11 
258 
245 
62 
16 
17 
69 
616 


Administra- 
tion as  per- 
cent of  vendor 


6.2 


10.7 
12.6 
6.4 
6.8 
27.3 
3.4 
7.5 
3.9 
29.2 
28.9 
2.3 
4.7 
6.5 
2.4 
4.9 
6.6 
8.9 
3.6 
27.5 
1.0 
2.1 
25.2 
59.3 
4.9 
23.8 
65.4 
4.2 
19.8 


1  Includes  costs  of  continuing  cases  on  rolls;  excludes  costs  of  determining  eligibility  of  cases  transferred  from  olher 
programs. 


Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Again  I  come  back 
to  the  point  which  I  made  a  while  ago. 
If  a  person  is  over  65  years  of  age  and 
has  been  in  covered  employment,  all  of 
his  records  are  in  one  spot.  If  illness  be- 
falls that  person,  an  administrator  does 
not  have  to  find  out  if  the  person  is  medi- 


cally indigent.  As  a  consequence,  admin- 
istrative costs  are  lower.  The  thing  that 
raises  administrative  costs  is  that  in 
many  cases  investigations  must  be  made 
of  the  surrounding  circumstances  of  per- 
sons past  65.  That  is  a  costly  process.  If 
an  administrator  knows  that  a  person  is 
covered  and  is  past  65  years  of  age,  all 
that  is  required  is  the  filing  of  a  claim 
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and  checking  to  see  if  the  person  is 
covered.  If  those  conditions  are  satisfied, 
the  claim  is  paid.  There  is  no  question 
whether  the  person  is  medically  indigent 
or  prosperous.  That  is  the  reason  for  the 
difference  in  the  administrative  costs  as 
between  the  Kerr-Mills  Act  and  the 
Anderson-King  proposal.  It  involves  a 
question  of  volume  handling,  which  is 
extremely  important. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  I  understand  the  Sena- 
tor from  New  Mexico  correctly,  if  a  pro- 
gram is  organized  on  an  insurance  basis, 
that  is,  if  benefits  are  paid  out  on  an 
actuarial  basis  and  contributions  are 
made  to  the  program,  it  is  a  question  of 
the  processing  of  records  that  are  already 
processed  by  the  most  modern  means 
available. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.    On  punchcards. 

Mr.  •  GORE.  By  the  punchcard 
system. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Surely. 

Mr.  GORE.  Whereas  in  the  case  of 
the  public  welfare  program,  some  in- 
vestigator, some  welfare  agent,  must  get 
into  an  automobile  and  go  out  and  make 
an  inquiry.  Perhaps  he  would  be  re- 
quired to  spend  a  couple  of  days  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  personal  property 
and  the  estimated  value  of  a  house  and 
lot  which  the  old  couple  own,  and  make 
an  inquiry  as  to  the  actual  income  re- 
ceived. It  is  that  kind  of  operation  which 
the  Senator  has  said  raises  the  adminis- 
trative cost. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Surely.  Though  I 
do  not  testify  as  to  administrative  costs, 
I  believe  I  have  seen  the  figures  that  have 
been  estimated.  I  think  the  Senator 
quoted  them  correctly. 

I  point  out  to  the  Senator  that  any 
time  insurance  is  handled  so  that  every- 
one is  covered  and  an  administrator  can 
go  down  a  list  and  determine  that  a 
person  who  is  ill  is  past  65  years  of  age 
and  is  covered,  the  system  has  a  lower 
administrative  cost  than  a  system  which 
requires  an  individual  investigation  of 
each  case. 

That  statement  is  true  in  all  areas  of 
activity,  and  not  especially  in  connection 
with  medical  care. 

Suppose  the  Senator  has  an  insurance 
business,  and  in  that  business  he  has  a 
large  share  of  the  insurance  of  contrac- 
tor A,  who  is  the  Senator's  friend  and 
customer.  The  Senator  has  complete 
information  as  to  that  man's  business. 
He  frequently  calls  in.  Supposing  that 
an  accident  occurs  in  that  man's  busi- 
ness. The  Senator  would  know  that  the 
man  was  covered  for  that  accident  be- 
cause he  was  the  Senator's  customer. 
The  accident  is  covered  quickly  and  ex- 
peditiously. The  Senator  does  not  have 
to  check  to  see  whether  grader  A  or  scoop 
shovel  B  or  automobile  C  is  covered  by 
the  policy,  for  he  knows  that  he  has 
coverage  of  the  entire  business.  A  dif- 
ferent question  entirely  is  involved. 

A  program  in  which  we  know  that 
every  person  past  65  is  covered  and  is 
actually  in  covered  employment  is 
cheaper  to  administer,  for  the  cases  can 
be  handled  quickly,  without  making  a 
financial  examination  to  find  out  whether 
the  people  are  medically  indigent. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  take  it  that  that  is  why 
trucking  concerns  take  out  fleet  policies 


covering  all  their  vehicles.  By  doing  so, 
they  receive  a  cheaper  rate. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  And  they  write  into 
such  policies  a  special  provision  that 
covers  any  material  that  the  company 
happens  to  select  which  is  not  reported 
to  the  insurance  company.  Every  truck 
operated  by  that  firm,  which  is  covered, 
is  covered  for  insurance.  It  is  the 
cheaper  way  of  handling  the  business. 

Once  in  a  while  I  watch  television  ad- 
vertising of  such  policies.  A  particular 
company  that  holds  a  large  policy  might 
spread  it  out  so  that  it  has  the  coverage 
of  a  number  of  other  policies  behind  it. 
There  might  be  five  different  coverages 
in  one  policy;  and  the  cost  is  not  very 
much  more  than  the  single  policy  would 
have  been. 

The  answer  is  that  the  record  has  been 
kept  on  the  first  and  basic  policy,  and 
all  the  rest  of  the  coverage  that  is  added 
is  added  at  a  reasonable  figure  because 
the  policy  is  a  combined  policy.  That 
is  what  would  happen  in  the  case  which 
we  have  been  discussing.  The  work  is 
now  already  done  by  the  Social  Security 
Board. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  hope  that 
the  Senate  will  consider  the  business  as- 
pect of  this  very  pressing  problem.  My 
experience  in  the  business  world  is 
limited.  I  have  had  no  experience  what- 
ever in  the  insurance  field  except  that 
of  the  payment  of  premiums,  and  now 
and  then  receipt  of  some  policy  payment. 
I  dare  say  that  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  more  ex- 
perienced than  any  other  Member  of 
this  body  in  this  field.  He  has  made  the 
point  eloquently,  and  I  believe  meaning- 
fully; so  much  so,  that  I  cannot  add  to 
it. 

No  practicable  improvements  in  Kerr- 
Mills  can  cure  its  basic  defects.  It  is  re- 
pugnant to  me  to  face  old  people  to  go, 
hat  in  hand,  to  the  welfare  office  when 
they  need  hospitalization.  I  do  not  want 
them  to  have  to  pauperize  themselves  be- 
fore they  can  participate  in  a  health  pro- 
gram of  the  U.S.  Government.  I  want 
to  keep  people  independent  and  self- 
reliant— and  I  think  most  people  want  to 
so  remain — not  to  make  them  dependent 
on  a  government  handout. 

Both  political  parties  are  now  talking 
about  another  tax  cut.  Yet  here  we 
plead  for  the  levying  of  a  small  tax  upon 
wages  and  payrolls,  which  the  working 
men  and  women  of  America  want — four- 
tenths  of  1  percent  a  month  to  build  a 
trust  fund,  to  build  for  themselves  en- 
titlements to  which  they  would  have  a 
right  in  their  old  age  if  hospitalization 
should  fall  as  their  lot. 

The  type  of  medical  care  program  pro- 
posed by  my  amendment,  which  is  the 
King-Anderson  bill,  is  one  which  is  set 
up  on  insurance  principles.  But  it  must 
have  broad  participation,  and  thus  in  a 
sense  be  compulsory.  It  must  have  serv- 
ice benefits,  rather  than  merely  pay  a 
certain  amount  of  cash.  It  must  have 
the  backing  of  the  U.S.  Government  in 
order  to  have  the  certainly,  safety,  and 
flexibility  which  any  such  system 
requires. 

The  social  security  system  fits  in  well 
here.  It  is  well  established.  It  is  well 
understood.    It  is  well  accepted. 


The  social  security  system  has  certain 
insurance  attributes  and  certain  taxation 
characteristics.  Some  seem  not  to  un- 
derstand this.  It  is  doubly  important 
that  this  be  understood  when  we  are  dis- 
cussing medical  or  health  insurance. 

The  ordinary  insurance  policy  is  based 
on  a  specified  cash  payment.  For  this 
reason,  inflation  inures  to  the  benefit  of 
the  insurance  company.  This  is  one  rea- 
son for  the  very  large  profits  enjoyed  by 
many  of  our  insurance  companies  over 
the  past  few  years.  This  is  one  reason 
for  the  inadequacy  of  the  retirement 
plans  of  those  who  have  had  to  depend 
on  fixed  dollar  assets  for  their  declining 
years. 

Social  security  employs  insurance  prin- 
ciples up  to  a  point.  Those  who  are  to 
benefit  in  later  years  pay  into  the  fund. 
Benefits  are  related  to  payments. 

But  we  depart  from  insurance  princi- 
ples in  several  respects.  Benefits  are 
varied  from  time  to  time  to  keep  pace 
with  changing  needs.  New  beneficiaries 
are  brought  in  from  time  to  time,  some 
having  made  only  minimal  payments. 
Benefit  increases  call  for  increased  pay- 
ments into  the  fund.  In  these  respects, 
the  social  security  system  has  more  at- 
tributes of  a  tax  and  Government  bene- 
fits program. 

Now,  how  does  this  apply  to  medical 
care? 

To  begin  with,  any  benefits  must  be 
"service"  benefits.  It  is  not  sufficient  to 
offer  a  young  man  today  protection 
against  a  big  hospital  bill  20  years  hence 
if  we  offer  that  protection  in  the  form  of, 
say,  $20  per  day.  The  cost,  20  years 
from  now,  may  be  $40  per  day.  What 
that  man  needs  is  the  assurance  that, 
after  his  earning  years  have  gone  by,  he 
can  go  to  the  hospital  for  a  certain 
period  of  time  without  becoming  pauper- 
ized on  that  account. 

We  have  basically  proceeded  in  this 
country  on  the  theory  that  a  man  should 
not  be  completely  pauperized  and  kept 
that  way.  This  is  the  underlying  philos- 
ophy behind  our  homestead  exemptions. 
This  is  the  reason  for  our  bankruptcy 
laws.  This  is  one  reason  for  social 
security. 

This  is,  above  all,  the  reason  why  no 
charity  program  like  the  Kerr-Mills  law 
is  appealing  to  many  self-respecting 
Americans. 

Kerr-Mills  was  designed  to  provide  for 
the  medically  indigent.  It  is  actually 
being  used  in  most  States  merely  to  take 
care  of  the  wholly  indigent. 

Under  the  King- Anderson  bill,  em- 
bodied in  the  amendment  I  have  offered, 
a  social  security  trust  fund  would  be  set 
up.  People  would  pay  into  this  fund 
during  their  working  years.  In  retire- 
ment, they  would  be  insured  by  this  fund 
against  the  more  catastrophic  expenses 
connected  with  health  care,  that  is,  hos- 
pital and  nursing  home  expenses.  There 
is  also  provision  for  some  home  health 
and  outpatient  diagnostic  services. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  King-Anderson 
is  designed  as  an  insurance  mechanism 
to  guard  retirees  against  pauperization 
by  reason  of  expenses  incurred  for  hos- 
pitalization and  related  treatment  in  eld 
age  when  these  items  could  not  be  paid 
for  out  of  current  income,  and  if  paid  for 
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out  of  assets  the  elderly  would  be  left 
without  further  means  of  support  and 
with  no  opportunity  to  rebuild  those 

assets. 

This  is  sound,  this  is  decent,  this  is 
workable.    This  is  necessary. 

Of  all  the  objections  raised  against 
medicare,  the  only  argument  which  war- 
rants careful  consideration  and  analysis 
is  that  medicare  may  overburden,  and 
thus  weaken  or  destroy,  the  social  secu- 
rity system. 

Other  arguments — big  government,  so- 
cialized medicine,  voter  control,  and  the 
like — which  we  hear  so  often  from  orga- 
nized groups  which  have  their  own  pe- 
culiar axes  to  grind,  can  be  dismissed  as 
not  worthy  of  careful  consideration  or 
serious  study,  because  they  do  not  fit  a 
sound  pay-as-you-go  program  under  the 
social  security  system. 

I  for  one  do  not  feel  that  providing  in- 
surance against  the  more  catastrophic 
risks  connected  with  health  care  will 
overburden  the  social  security  system. 
But  let  us  discuss  this  point  seriously.  I 
think  it  is  the  one  argument  against  this 
program  that  requires  serious  study. 

It  has  been  suggested  by  some  that  a 
practical  ceiling  on  the  social  security 
contribution  rate  should  be  set  at  10  per- 
cent. I  would  not  want  to  fix  it  exactly 
at  10  percent,  or  9V2  percent,  or  10 1/2 
percent,  but,  generally,  it  seems  to  me  a 
10  percent  tax  upon  payroll,  if  not  the 
maximum,  should  be  approaching  the 
maximum.  That  is  why  I  say  the  effect 
of  the  Long  amendment,  which  would 
levy  a  10  percent  tax  upon  payrolls, 
would  be  the  death  knell  to  health  in- 
surance under  the  social  security  pro- 
gram. It  would  be  inequitable  to  tax 
the  lower  salaried  or  lower  hourly  rated 
employee  at  a  rate  much  in  excess  of  5 
percent  of  his  paycheck.  To  go  much 
higher  would  put  many  in  a  position  of 
paying  more  in  social  security  than  in 
income  taxes,  and  would  thus  operate  to 
make  our  overall  tax  structure  even  more 
regressive  than  it  now  is. 

Under  existing  law,  the  rate  is  sched- 
uled to  go  up  to  4.625  percent.  The 
King-Anderson  package  would  cost  0.4 
percent.  This  would  not  put  the  tax 
significantly  above  5  percent,  and  I  would 
settle  for  that.  Of  course,  the  meager 
benefit  increases  now  called  for  by  this 
bill,  H.R.  11865,  will  cost  almost  0.2  per- 
cent, but  our  elderly  and  those  who 
anticipate  old  age  would  be  better  off  to 
press  for  medical  care  instead  of  the 
pittances  in  the  pending  bill  and  far  bet- 
ter off  to  press  for  medicare  instead  of  the 
still  smaller  benefits  proposed  by  the 
pending  Long  amendment. 

But  there  are  considerations  other 
than  the  rate.  There  are  two  elements 
of  cost,  so  far  as  the  computation  of  the 
social  security  tax  is  concerned.  One 
must  have  due  regard,  not  only  to  the 
stated  rate,  but  to  the  wages  against 
which  that  rate  is  levied.  Then,  too,  the 
wage  base  must  be  related  to  actual  wages 
being  paid,  and  the  total  social  security 
tax  weighted  against  other  taxes  paid  by 
employers  and  employees. 

When  the  social  security  system  was 
first  established,  we  fixed  a  wage  base  of 
$3,000.  To  those  who  were  not  trying  to 
scratch  for  a  living  during  the  thirties, 


this  may  not  seem  like  a  lot  of  money. 
But,  in  those  days,  $3,000  covered  all 
earnings  of  94  percent  of  regularly  em- 
ployed men.  The  equivalent  wage  base 
today  would  be  $12,500. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.   I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  the  Senator  is 
saying  is  that  6  percent  of  those  em- 
ployed earn  more  than  $12,500,  and  94 
percent  less  than  $12,500.  If  we  were  to 
provide  the  same  percentage  of  cover- 
age, we  would  have  to  raise  the  base  to 
$12,500.   Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
It  is  now  proposed  in  the  bill  to  raise  the 
base  to  $5,400;  but  let  us  not  forget  that 
this  figure  is  far  below  the  current  me- 
dian. In  other  words,  $5,400  covers  the 
earnings  of  less  than  half  our  regularly 
employed  men. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  "Median"  does  not 
refer  to  the  Medes  and  Persians,  but  the 
point  below  which  half  the  persons  fall 
and  above  which  half  the  persons  fall. 
It  is  a  mid-point. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  certainly  did  not  want 
to  refer  to  the  Persians,  but  I  am  not 
sure  that  I  did  not  mean  to  refer  to  the 
medes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  re- 
ferring only  to  the  statistical  medes,  not 
to  the  geographic  Medes. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  GORE.   I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Perhaps  this  point 
should  be  clarified,  that  the  $5,400  covers 
the  full  amount  of  the  earnings  of  less 
than  half  of  the  regularly  employed 
persons. 

Mr.  GORE.   The  Senator  is  correct. 

A  wage  base  of  $6,600  would  support 
the  provisions  of  the  King-Anderson 
package  with  a  rate  of  5  percent  each 
for  employer  and  employee,  on  top  of  the 
benefits  provided  in  the  pending  House 
bill.  This  wage  base  may  sound  high,  but 
it  is  low  when  compared  with  the  $3,000 
base  we  started  with  back  in  the  thirties, 
considering  the  actual  wage  rates  which 
existed  then  and  exist  now. 

So  I  say  to  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
who  may  be  worried  about  rates  that  we 
have  sufficient  flexibility  in  the  wage 
base  to  hold  the  rate  down  to  a  flat  10 
percent,  and  still  provide  every  benefit 
contained  in  the  House  bill  and  provide 
for  the  King-Anderson  bill.  I  ask  the 
Senate  to  make  this  decision. 

For  that  matter,  it  seems  sensible  to 
begin  to  think  about  cutting  back  a  bit 
on  the  reserves,  or  perhaps  paying  part 
of  certain  costs  from  general  revenues. 
It  would  certainly  be  appropriate  to  use 
general  revenues  to  pay  part  of  the  cost 
of  medical  benefits  for  those  who  have 
already  retired  and  who  would  receive 
health  care  benefits  without  having  con- 
tributed specifically  for  that  purpose.  If 
this  point  worries  any  of  my  colleagues, 
let  me  remind  them  that  the  entire  cost 
of  the  Kerr-Mills  program  is  paid  out 
of  general  funds,  and  thus  added  to  the 
public  debt. 


I  point  out  these  things  in  order  to 
suggest  that  we  must  not  become  hide- 
bound in  our  consideration  of  this  sub- 
ject. Nor  should  we  allow  those  who 
do  not  wish  to  see  an  improved  social 
security  system  to  use  this  financial  argu- 
ment as  a  screen  behind  which  to  hide. 

A  decent  program  of  health  care  in- 
surance can  be  incorporated  into  the 
social  security  system  without  endanger- 
ing the  system,  and  without  unduly  bur- 
densome taxation  of  our  currently  pro- 
ductive population. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  correct  to 
say  that  there  is  a  historical,  built-in 
margin  of  safety  in  the  social  security 
system,  because  of  the  tendency  of  the 
average  earnings  to  rise  over  time;  that 
is,  as  earnings  go  up  over  time,  the  con- 
tributions increase  at  a  given  ratio? 

Mr.  GORE.    That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  But  the  benefits  do 
not  increase  in  the  same  ratio,  because 
the  benefits  are  appreciably  higher  in 
the  first  blocks  of  lifetime  earnings  than 
they  are  in  the  blocks  which  follow. 
Therefore  the  additions  to  the  system 
increase  at  a  greater  rate  than  the  ex- 
penditures of  the  system,  assuming  the 
benefits  schedule  and  rates  of  contribu- 
tions to  be  constant. 

Historically,  therefore,  that  has  been 
the  factor  which  has  permitted  us  to 
raise  benefits  under  social  security  and 
at  the  same  time  dampen  increases  in  the 
contributions  which  otherwise  would 
have  to  occur.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.    The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  has  been  hap- 
pening during  the  29  years  that  the  sys- 
tem has  been  in  operation.  Is  there  not 
every  expectation  that  it  will  continue 
to  happen  in  the  future,  with  the  in- 
crease in  productivity? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  know  of  nothing  that 
is  so  dramatically  illustrative  of  the  fig- 
ures to  which  we  have  referred;  that  is, 
94  percent  of  the  employed  persons  when 
the  social  security  system  was  inaug- 
urated earned  no  more  than  $3,000  a 
year,  whereas  94  percent  of  the  employed 
persons  now  earn  $12,500. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Earn  less  than 
$12,500. 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor.  I  appreciate  his  contribution. 

The  social  and  economic  structure  of 
this  country  is  such  that  the  health  needs 
of  the  elderly,  becoming  more  acute, 
cannot  be  met  by  many  of  the  individ- 
uals or  families  concerned. 

No  longer  is  there  a  family  farm  for 
most  Americans,  to  which  family  mem- 
bers who  have  gone  to  the  city  to  work 
can  return  to  live  out  their  last  years. 
Some  may  wish  for  the  so-called  good  old 
days,  but  they  will  not  return.  Indeed, 
if  we  will  be  honest  in  our  reading  of 
history,  they  never  really  were.  I  do 
not  wish  to  see  a  return  to  the  county 
poorfarm  system.  We  have  advanced 
from  that.  But  when  there  is  no  longer 
a  county  poor  house,  when  there  is  no 
longer  a  family  farm  or  a  family  unit 
to  which  the  old  can  repair  for  care, 
when  health  care  costs  are  going  up,  up, 
and  up,  when  there  are  so  many  more 
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things  that  good  doctors,  good  drugs, 
good  nurses,  and  good  hospitals  can  do 
for  people,  particularly  old  people.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  necessity  for  pro- 
viding a  sound  health  insurance  pro- 
gram by  which  human  beings  can  have 
entitlements  by  right  should  bear  heavily 
upon  the  conscience  of  the  country. 

I  do  not  want  to  see  more  and  more  of 
our  elderly  stripped  of  their  savings  for 
hospital  expenses  and  then  be  put  on 
relief.  This  is  degrading.  This  is  not 
the  way  to  provide  for  independent 
American  citizens. 

The  next  logical  step  in  expanding  our 
social  security  system  so  as  to  keep  up 
with  current  needs  is  to  provide  for  the 
most  pressing  need  of  our  elderly,  re- 
tired people — medical  care. 

Some  speak  of  political  control  through 
expanded  social  security.  This,  it  seems 


to  me,  is  cynicism.  Nothing  is  more  con- 
ducive to  political  control  than  a  system 
which  depends  on  a  needs  test,  where 
some  bureaucrat,  whether  in  Washing- 
ton or  in  Podunk,  can  decide  whether 
payments  shall  be  granted  or  withheld. 
I  want  the  rules  clearly  established,  and 
payments  made  as  a  matter  of  right.  I 
want  expanded  social  security,  not  hand- 
outs. 

I  am  a  little  bit  tired  of  the  "socialized 
medicine"  argument.  What  I  advocate 
is  not  socialized  medicine,  nor  will  it  lead 
to  socialized  medicine.  There  is,  in  my 
view,  more  earmarked  socialized  medi- 
cine in  Kerr-Mills  than  there  ever  could 
be  in  King-Anderson. 

Mr.  President,  I  send  to  the  desk  an 
amendment  and  ask  that  it  be  printed 
in  the  Record  together  with  a  statement 
of  explanation. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received  and  printed; 
and  without  objection,  the  amendment 
and  explanation  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  amendment  (No.  1253)  submitted 
by  Mr.  Gore  (for  himself  and  Senators 
Anderson,  McCarthy,  Bartlett,  Clark, 
Dodd,  Douglas,  Hart,  Humphrey,  McIn- 
tyre,  McNamara,  Muskie,  Randolph, 
Ribicoff,  Salinger,  and  Williams  of  New 
Jersey)  is  as  follows: 

On  the  first  page  of  the  bill,  strike  out 
lines  3  and  4,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

"TITLE  I  SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 

"Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
'Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964'." 

On  page  2,  line  1,  strike  out  "5  percent" 
and  insert  "$7". 

Strike  out  the  table  appearing  on  pages  2 
and  3  of  the  bill,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following  new  table: 


"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY  BENEFITS 
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On  page  2,  line  3,  strike  out  "Sec.  2."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  102.". 

On  page  6,  line  13,  strike  out  "Sec.  3,"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  103.". 

On  page  15,  line  11,  strike  out  "Sec.  4."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  104.". 

On  page  20,  line  10,  strike  out  "Sec.  5." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  105.". 

On  page  22,  line  13,  strike  out  "Sec.  6." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  106.". 

On  page  28,  line  11,  strike  out  "section  6" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "section  106". 

On  page  28,  line  22,  strike  out  "Sec.  7." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  107.". 

On  page  29,  line  1,  strike  out  "0.65"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "0.67". 

On  page  29,  line  5,  strike  out  "0.4875"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "0.5025". 

On  page  37,  line  20,  strike  out  "Sec.  8." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  108.". 

On  page  38,  line  3,  strike  out  "Sec.  11."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  111.". 

On  page  39,  line  12,  strike  out  "Sec.  12." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  112.". 

On  page  39,  line  19,  strike  out  "Sec.  13." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  113.". 

On  page  39,  line  24,  strike  out  "Sec.  14." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  114.". 

On  page  40,  line  23,  strike  out  "Sec.  15." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  115.". 

On  page  41,  line  18,  strike  out  "$5,400"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$5,600". 

On  page  42,  lines  5,  9,  13,  and  19,  strike 
out  "$5,400"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$5,600". 

On  page  43,  lines  4,  9,  12,  17,  and  25,  strike 
out  "$5,400"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$5,600". 

On  page  44,  lines  3  and  10,  strike  out 
"$5,400"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$5,600". 

On  page  44,  line  8,  strike  out  "Sec.  16."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  116.". 

On  page  45,  line  7,  strike  out  "5.7  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "6.4  percent". 

On  page  45,  line  11,  strike  out  "6  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "6.8  percent". 

On  page  45,  line  15,  strike  out  "6.8  per- 
cent" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "7.5  percent". 

On  page  45,  line  19,  strike  out  "7.2  per- 
cent" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "7.8  per- 
cent". 

On  page  46,  line  8,  strike  out  "3.8  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4V4  percent". 

On  page  46,  lines  10  and  11,  strike  out  "4 
percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4!/2  per- 
cent". 

On  page  46,  line  14,  strike  out  "4.5  per- 
cent" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "5  percent". 

On  page  46,  line  16,  strike  out  "4.8  per- 
cent" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "5.2  per- 
cent". 

On  page  47,  line  4 ,  strike  out  "3.8  per- 
cent" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4%  per- 
cent". 

On  page  47,  line  6,  strike  out  "4  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof,  "4%  percent". 

On  page  47,  lines  8  and  9,  strike  out  "4.5 
percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "5  per- 
cent". 

On  page  47,  line  11,  strike  out  "4.8  per- 
cent" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "5.2  per- 
cent". 

On  page  48,  line  11,  strike  out  "Sec.  14." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  114.". 

On  page  50,  line  5,  strike  out  "Sec.  15." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  115". 

On  page  51,  line  13,  strike  out  "Sec.  16." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  116.". 

On  page  52,  line  16,  strike  out  "Sec.  17." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  117.". 

On  page  55,  line  3,  strike  out  "Sec.  18." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  118.". 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 

"TITLE   II  HEALTH    CARE   INSURANCE   FOR  THE 

AGED 

"Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
'Hospital  Insurance  Act  of  1964.' 


"Part  A — Hospital  insurance  benefits  for  the 
aged 

"Findings  and  Declaration  of  Purpose 

"Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Congress  hereby  finds 
that  (1)  the  heavy  costs  of  hospital  care 
and  related  health  care  are  a  grave  threat  to 
the  security  of  aged  individuals,  (2)  most  of 
them  are  not  able  to  qualify  for  and  to  afford 
private  insurance  adequately  protecting 
them  against  such  costs,  (3)  many  of  them 
are  accordingly  forced  to  apply  for  private  or 
public  aid,  accentuating  the  financial  diffi- 
culties of  hospitals  and  private  or  public 
welfare  agencies  and  the  burdens  on  the  gen- 
eral revenues,  and  (4)  it  is  in  the  interest 
of  the  general  welfare  for  financial  burdens 
resulting  from  hospital  services  and  related 
services  required  by  these  individuals  to  be 
met  primarily  through  social  insurance. 

"(b)  The  purposes  of  this  Act  are  (1)  to 
provide  aged  individuals  entitled  to  benefits 
under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system  or  the  railroad  retirement 
system  with  basic  protection  against  the 
costs  of  inpatient  hospital  services,  and  to 
provide,  in  addition,  as  an  alternative  to 
inpatient  hospital  care,  protection  against 
the  costs  of  certain  skilled  nursing  facility 
services,  home  health  services,  and  outpa- 
tient hospital  diagnostic  services;  to  utilize 
social  insurance  for  financing  the  protection 
so  provided;  to  encourage,  and  make  it  pos- 
sible for,  such  individuals  to  purchase 
protection  against  other  health  costs  by  pro- 
viding in  such  basic  social  insurance  protec- 
tion a  set  of  benefits  which  can  easily  be 
supplemented  by  a  State,  private  insurance, 
or  other  methods;  to  assure  adequate  and 
prompt  payment  on  behalf  of  these  indi- 
viduals to  the  providers  of  these  services; 
and  to  do  these  things  in  a  manner  consist- 
ent with  the  dignity  and  self-respect  of 
each  individual,  without  interfering  in  any 
way  with  the  free  choice  of  physicians  or 
other  health  personnel  or  facilities  by  the 
individual,  and  without  the  exercise  of  any 
Federal  supervision  or  control  over  the  prac- 
tice of  medicine  by  any  doctor  or  over  the 
manner  in  which  medical  services  are  pro- 
vided by  any  hospital;  and  (2)  to  provide 
such  basic  protection,  financed  from  gen- 
eral revenues,  to  those  persons  who  are  now 
age  65  or  over  or  who  will  reach  age  65 
within  the  next  several  years  and  who  are 
not  eligible  for  benefits  under  the  old-age, 
survivors,  and  disability  insurance  or  rail- 
road retirement  systems. 

"(c)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy 
of  the  Congress  that  skilled  nursing  facility 
services  for  which  payment  may  be  made 
under  this  Act  shall  be  utilized  in  lieu  of 
inpatient  hospital  services  where  skilled 
nursing  facility  services  would  suffice  in 
meeting  the  medical  needs  of  the  patient, 
and  that  home  health  services  for  which 
payment  may  be  made  under  this  Act  shall 
be  utilized  in  lieu  of  inpatient  hospital  or 
skilled  nursing  facility  services  where  home 
health  services  would  suffice. 

"(d)  It  is  further  declared  to  be  the  policy 
of  the  Congress  that  no  individual  who  re- 
ceives aid  or  assistance  (including  medical 
or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care)  under  a 
State  plan  approved  under  I,  IV,  X,  XIV,  or 
XVI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  shall  receive 
less  benefits  or  be  otherwise  disadvantaged 
by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
"Part  A — Hospital  insurance  benefits  for  the 
aged 
"Benefits 

"Sec.  202.  The  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  after  title  XVII  the  fol- 
lowing new  title: 


"  'TITLE   XVIII—  HOSPITAL    INSURANCE  BENEFITS 
FOR  THE  AGED 

"  'Prohibition  Against  Any  Federal  Inter- 
ference 

"  'Sec  1801.  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  be 
construed  to  authorize  any  Federal  officer 
or  employee  to  exercise  any  supervision  or 
control  over  the  practice  of  medicine  or  the 
manner  in  which  medical  services  are  pro- 
vided, or  over  the  selection,  tenure,  or  com- 
pensation cf  any  officer  or  employee  of  any 
hospital,  skilled  nursing  facility,  or  home 
health  agency;  or  to  exercise  any  supervision 
or  control  over  the  administration  or  opera- 
tion of  any  such  hospital,  facility,  or  agency. 
"  'Free  Choice  by  Patient  Guaranteed 

"  'Sec  1802.  Any  individual  entitled  to 
have  payment  made  under  this  title  for 
services  furnished  him  may  obtain  inpatient 
hospital  services,  skilled  nursing  facility 
services,  home  health  services,  or  outpatient 
hospital  diagnostic  services  from  any  provider 
of  services  with  which  an  agreement  is  in  ef- 
fect under  this  title  and  which  undertakes 
to  provide  him  such  services. 

"  'Description  of  Services 

"  'Sec.  1803.  For  purposes  of  this  title— 
"  'Inpatient  hospital  services 

"'(a)  The  term  "inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices" means  the  following  items  and  services 
furnished  to  an  inpatient  in  a  hospital  and 
(except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3)  )  by  the 
hospital — 

"'(1)  bed  and  board, 

"'(2)  such  nursing  services  and  other  re- 
lated services,  such  use  of  hospital  facilities, 
and  such  medical  social  services  as  are  cus- 
tomarily furnished  by  the  hospital  for  the 
care  and  treatment  of  inpatients,  and  such 
drugs,  biologicals,  supplies,  appliances,  and 
equipment,  for  use  in  the  hospital,  as  are 
customarily  furnished  by  such  hospital  for 
the  care  and  treatment  of  inpatients,  and 

"  '(3)  such  other  diagnostic  or  therapeutic 
items  or  services,  furnished  by  the  hospital 
or  by  others  under  arrangements  with  them 
made  by  the  hospital,  as  are  customarily 
furnished  to  inpatients  either  by  such  hos- 
pital or  by  others  under  such  arrangements; 

excluding,  however — 

"'(4)  medical  or  surgical  services  pro- 
vided by  a  physician,  resident,  or  intern,  ex- 
cept services  provided  in  the  field  of  pa- 
thology, radiology,  physiatry,  or  anesthesi- 
ology, and  except  services  provided  in  the 
hospital  by  an  intern  or  a  resident-in-train- 
ing under  a  teaching  program  approved  by 
the  Council  on  Medical  Education  and  Hos- 
pitals of  the  American  Medical  Association 
(or,  in  the  case  of  an  osteopathic  hospital, 
approved  by  a  recognized  body  approved  for. 
the  purpose  by  the  Secretary) ,  and  t 

"  '(5)  the  services  of  a  private-duty  nurse. 
"  'Skilled  nursing  facility  services 

"'(b)  The  term  "skilled  nursing  facility 
services"  means  the  following  items  and 
services  furnished  to  an  inpatient  in  a  skilled 
nursing  facility,  after  transfer  from  a  hos- 
pital in  which  he  was  an  inpatient,  and  (ex- 
cept as  provided  in  paragraph  (3))  by  such 
skilled  nursing  facility — 

"'(1)  nursing  care  provided  by  or  under 
the  supervision  of  a  registered  professional 
nurse, 

"'(2)  bed  and  board  in  connection  with 
the  furnishing  of  such  nursing  care, 

"'(3)  physical,  occupational,  or  speech 
therapy  furnished  by  the  skilled  nursing 
facility  or  by  others  under  arrangements 
with  them  made  by  the  facility, 

"'(4)  medical  social  services, 

"  '(5)  such  drugs,  biologicals,  supplies,  ap- 
pliances, and  equipment,  furnished  for  use 
in  the  skilled  nursing  facility,  as  are  cus- 
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tomarily  furnished  by  such  facility  for  'the 
care  and  treatment  of  Inpatients, 

"'(6)  medical  services  provided  by  an  In- 
tern or  resident-in-tralning  of  the  hospital, 
with  which  the  facility  is  affiliated  or  under 
common  control,  under  a  teaching  program 
of  such  hospital  approved  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (a)(4),  and 

"  '(7)  such  other  services  necessary  to  the 
health  of  the  patients  as  are  generally  pro- 
vided by  skilled  nursing  facilities; 
excluding,  however,  any  item  or  service  if  it 
would  not  be  included  under  subsection  (a) 
if  furnished  to  an  inpatient  in  a  hospital. 
"  'Home  health  services 

"'(c)  The  term  "home  health  services" 
means  the  following  items  and  services  fur- 
nished to  an  individual,  who  is  under  the 
care  of  a  physician,  by  a  home  health  agency 
or  by  others  under  arrangements  with  them 
made  by  such  agency,  under  a  plan  (for 
furnishing  such  items  and  services  to  such 
individual)  established  and  periodically  re- 
viewed by  a  physician,  which  items  and  serv- 
ices are  provided  in  a  place  of  residence  used 
as  such  individual's  home — 

"  '  ( 1 )  part-time  or  intermittent  nursing 
care  provided  by  or  under  the  supervision  of 
a  registered  professional  nurse, 

"'(2)  physical,  occupational,  or  speech 
therapy, 

"'(3)  medical  social  services, 

"'(4)  to  the  extent  permitted  in  regula- 
tions, part-time  or  intermittent  services 
of  a  home  health  aid, 

"'(5)  medical  supplies  (other  than  drugs 
and  biologicals) ,  and  the  use  of  medical  ap- 
pliances, while  under  such  a  plan,  and 

"  '(6)  in  the  case  of  a  home  health  agency 
which  is  affiliated  or  under  common  control 
with  a  hospital,  medical  services  provided  by 
an  intern  or  resident-ln-tralning  of  such 
hospital,  under  a  teaching  program  of  such 
hospital  approved  as  provided  in  subsection 
(a) (4) ; 

excluding,  however,  any  item  or  service  If  It 
would  not  be  included  under  subsection  (a) 
if  furnished  to  an  inpatient  in  a  hospital. 

"  'Outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services 

"  '(d)  The  term  "outpatient  hospital  diag- 
nostic services"  means  diagnostic  services — 

"  '(1)  which  are  furnished  to  an  individual 
as  an  outpatient  by  a  hospital  or  by  others 
under  arrangements  with  them  made  by  a 
hospital,  and 

"'(2)  which  are  customarily  furnished  by 
such  hospital  (or  by  others  under  such  ar- 
rangements) to  its  outpatients  for  the  pur- 
pose of  diagnostic  study; 
excluding,  however — 

"'(3)  any  item  or  service  if  it  would  not 
be  included  under  subsection  (a)  if  fur- 
nished to  an  inpatient  in  a  hospital;  and 

"'(4)  any  services  furnished  under  such 
arrangements  unless  (A)  furnished  in  the 
hospital  or  in  other  facilities  operated  by.  or 
under  the  supervision  of  the  hospital,  and 
(B)  in  the  case  of  professional  services,  fur- 
nished by  or  under  the  responsibility  of 
members  of  the  hospital  medical  staff  acting 
as  such  members. 

"  'Drugs  and  biologicals 

"'(e)  The  term  "drugs"  and  the  term 
"biologicals",  except  for  purposes  of  sub- 
section (c)  (5)  of  this  section,  include  only 
such  drugs  and  biologicals,  respectively,  as 
are  iri'cluded  in  the  United  States  Phar- 
macopoeia, National  Formulary,  New  and 
Non-Official  Drugs,  or  Accepted  Dental 
Remedies,  or  are  approved  by  the  pharmacy 
and  drug  therapeutics  committee  (or  equiva- 
lent committee)  of  the  medical  staff  of  the 
hospital  furnishing  such  drugs  or  biologicals 
(or  of  the  hospital  with  which  the  skilled 
nursing  facility  furnishing  such  drugs  or 
biologicals  is  affiliated  or  is  under  common 
control) . 


"  'Arrangements  for  certain  services 

"'(f)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term 
"arrangements"  is  limited  to  arrangements 
under  which  receipt  of  payment  by  the  hos- 
pital, skilled  nursing  facility,  or  home  health 
agency  (whether  in  its  own  right  or  as 
agent),  as  the  case  may  be.  with  respect  to 
services  for  which  an  individual  is  entitled 
to  have  payment  made  under  this  title,  dis- 
charges the  liability  of  such  individual  or 
any  other  person  to  pay  for  the  services. 
"  'Deductible;  Duration  of  Services 
"  'Deductible 

"  'Sec.  1804.  (a)  (1)  Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (c),  payment  for  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  furnished  an  individual  during 
any  benefit  period  shall  be  reduced  by  a  de- 
duction equal  to  $20,  or  if  greater,  $10  multi- 
plied by  the  number  of  days,  not  exceeding 
nine,  for  which  he  received  such  services  in 
such  period. 

"  '(2)  Payment  for  outpatient  hospital  di- 
agnostic services  furnished  an  individual 
during  any  thirty-day  period  shall  be  reduced 
by  a  deduction  equal  to  $20.  For  purposes 
of  the  preceding  sentence,  a  thirty-day  period 
for  any  individual  is  a  period  of  thirty  con- 
secutive days  beginning  with  the  first  day 
(not  including  in  a  previous  such  period)  on 
which  he  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  this 
title  and  on  which  outpatient  hospital  diag- 
nostic services  are  furnished  him. 

"  'Cost  sharing 

"'(3)  (A)  For  the  purpose  of  maintaining 
the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  on  an 
actuarially  sound  basis  if  the  average  per 
diem  cost  of  inpatient  hospital  services  in- 
creases and  the  maximum  amount  of  earn- 
ings on  which  contributions  to  such  trust 
fund  are  based  is  not  increased  proportion- 
ately, payment  for  inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices furnished  an  individual  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1968,  during  a  benefit  period  shall  be 
reduced  by  a  deduction  (in  addition,  in  the 
case  of  an  individual  who  has  not  made  an 
election  pursuant  to  subsection  (c)(1)(B), 
to  the  deduction  imposed  pursuant  to  sub- 
section (a) )  equal  to  the  applicable  average 
per  diem  rate  differential  determined  under 
subparagraph  (B),  multiplied  by  the  number 
of  days  of  such  services  in  "such  period  for 
which  payment  may  be  made  under  this 
title. 

"  '(B)  The  Secretary  shall,  between  July  1 
and  October  1  of  the  year  1968  and  each  even- 
numbered  year  thereafter,  promulgate  the 
average  per  diem  rate  differential  which  shall 
be  applicable  for  the  purposes  of  subpara- 
graph (A)  in  the  case  of  days  of  inpatient 
hospital  services  furnished  during  the  two 
succeeding  calendar  years.  Such  differen- 
tial shall  be  the  amount  determined — 

"'(A)  by  multiplying  (i)  $36  (the  esti- 
mated average  per  diem  rate  for  inpatient 
hospital  services  for  1964  and  1965)  by  (ii) 
the  ratio  of 

'"(I)  the  maximum  on  the  amount  of  re- 
muneration paid  during  such  two  succeeding 
calendar  years  which  may,  under  section 
3121(a)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954,  be  counted  as  wages  for  purposes  of 
chapter  21  of  such  Code  (or,  if  there  Is  a 
different  maximum  for  each  of  such  two 
years,  the  average  of  such  maxima) ,  to 

"  '(II)  $5,600,  and 

"'(B)  by  subtracting  the  product  derived 
thereby  from  the  current  average  per  diem 
rate  for  inpatient  hospital  services; 
except  that  if  the  result  obtained  under 
clauses  (A)  and  (B)  is  not  a  multiple  of  $2, 
it  shall — 

"  '(C)  if  it  is  a  multiple  of  $1,  be  raised  to 
the  next  higher  multiple  of  $2,  or 

"'(D)  if  it  is  less  than  $1,  be  reduced  to 
zero,  or 

"  '(E)  in  any  other  case  be  rounded  to  the 
nearest  multiple  of  $2. 


If  the  differential  determined  under  the  pre- 
ceding sentence  is  a  negative  amount.  It 
shall  be  deemed  instead  to  be  zero.  The  de- 
termination of  the  current  average  per  diem 
rate  for  purposes  of  any  promulgation  under 
this  paragraph  shall  be  based  on  the  best 
Information  available  to  the  Secretary  (at 
the  time  the  determination  is  made)  as  to 
the  amounts  paid  under  this  title  on  ac- 
count of  inpatient  hospital  services  fur- 
nished, during  the  two  calendar  years  pre- 
ceding such  determination  by  hospitals  which 
have  agreements  in  effect  under  section  1812, 
to  individuals  who  are  entitled  to  insurance 
benefits  under  this  title. 

"  'Duration  of  services 

"  '(b)  Payment  under  this  title  for  services 
furnished  any  individual  during  a  benefit 
period  may  not  be  made  for — 

"  '(1)  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished 
to  him  during  such  period  after  such  services 
have  been  furnished  to  him  for  90  days  dur- 
ing such  period,  except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (c) ;  or 

"'(2)  skilled  nursing  facility  services  fur- 
nished to  him  during  such  period  after  such 
services  have  been  furnished  to  him  for  60 
days  during  such  period. 

For  purposes  of  the  preceding  provisions  of 
this  subsection,  inpatient  hosital  services  or 
skilled  nursing  facility  services  shall  be 
counted  only  if  payment  is  or  would,  except 
for  this  subsection  and  except  for  the  failure 
to  comply  with  the  procedural  and  other  re- 
quirements of  or  under  section  1809(a)(1), 
be  made  with  respect  to  such  services  under 
this  title.  Payment  under  this  title  for  home 
health  services  furnished  an  individual  dur- 
ing a  calendar  year  may  not  be  made  for  any 
such  services  after  such  services  have  been 
furnished  him  during  240  visits  in  such  year. 

"  'Election  as  to  duration  of  inpatient 
hospital  services  and  deductible 

"  '(c)  (1)  An  individual  may  elect,  instead 
of  the  number  of  days  in  a  benefit  period  for 
which  payment  may  be  made  for  inpatient 
hospital  services  furnished  to  him  specified 
in  subsection  (b)  (1)  — 

"'(A)  to  have  such  number  of  days  for 
each  benefit  period  increased  to  180,  and, 
in  such  case,  the  payment  under  this  title 
for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  him 
during  any  benefit  period  shall,  instead  of 
being  reduced  by  the  deduction  specified  in 
subsection  (a)(1),  be  reduced  by  a  deduc- 
tion equal  to  either  (1)  2y2  times  the  average 
per  diem  rate  for  such  services,  determined 
under  paragraph  (4),  or  ((ii)  If  less,  the 
charges  customarily  made  for  such  services 
by  the  hospital  which  furnished  them,  or 

"  '(B)  to  have  such  number  of  days  re- 
duced to  45  for  each  benefit  period  and,  in 
such  case,  the  reduction,  provided  in  sub- 
section (a)(1),  in  the  payment  under  this 
title  for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished 
during  any  benefit  period  shall  not  apply  to 
him. 

"  '(2)  An  Individual  may  make  an  election 
under  paragraph  (1)  only  on  such  form  or 
forms  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe.  Any  such  election  shall  be 
valid  only  if  made  before  the  month  preced- 
ing, and  after  the  fourth  month  preceding, 
the  first  month  in  which  he  both  has  at- 
tained the  age  of  65  and  is  eligible  for  the 
benefits  referred  to  in  section  1805(a)(2); 
except  that  if  such  first  month  occurs  before 
January  1966,  such  election  shall  be  valid 
only  if  made  after  May  1965  and  before  De- 
cember 1965.  For  purposes  of  the  preced- 
ing sentence,  (A)  an  individual  shall  be  re- 
garded as  eligible  for  benefits  for  a  month  if 
he  is  or,  upon  filing  application  for  such 
benefits  in  such  month,  would  be  entitled  to 
such  benefits,  and  (B)  an  individual  to  whom 
section  204  of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Act  of 
1964  applies  shall  be  deemed  eligible  for  the 
benefits  referred  to  in  such  section  1805(a) 
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(2)  for  and  after  the  month  in  which  he 
attains  the  age  of  65. 

"'(3)  An  individual  shall  be  permitted 
only  one  election  under  this  subsection  and 
such  election  shall  be  irrevocable. 

"'(4)  The  Secretary  shall,  between  July  1 
and  October  1  of  the  calendar  year  1967  and 
of  each  calendar  year  thereafter,  promulgate 
the  average  per  diem  rate  for  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  which  shall  be  applicable  in 
the  case  of  benefit  periods  beginning  during 
the  succeeding  year.  Such  promulgation 
shall  be  based  on  the  best  information  avail- 
able to  the  Secretary  (at  the  time  the  deter- 
mination is  made)  as  to  the  amounts  paid 
under  this  title  on  account  of  inpatient 
hospital  services  furnished,  during  the  cal- 
endar year  preceding  such  determination, 
by  hospitals,  with  which  agreements  under 
section  1810  are  in  effect,  to  individuals  who 
are  entitled  to  have  such  payments  made  with 
respect  to  such  services;  and  the  amount  so 
determined  shall  be  rounded  to  the  nearest 
$1,  or,  if  it  is  a  multiple  of  $0.50  but  not  of 
$1,  to  the  next  higher  $1.  For  benefit  periods 
beginning  prior  to  the  calendar  year  1968, 
such  average  per  diem  rate  shall  be  $37. 
"  'Benefit  period 

"'(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  a 
"benefit  period"  with  respect  to  any  indi- 
vidual means  a  period  of  consecutive  days — - 

"'(1)  beginning  with  the  first  day  (not 
included  in  a  previous  benefit  period)  (A)  on 
which  such  individual  is  furnished  inpatient 
hospital  services  or  skilled  nursing  facility 
services  and  (B)  which  occurs  in  a  month 
for  which  he  is  entitled  to  insurance  benefits 
under  this  title,  and 

"  '(2)  ending  with  the  ninetieth  day  there- 
after on  each  of  which  he  is  neither  an  in- 
patient in  a  hospital  nor  an  inpatient  in  a 
skilled  nursing  facility  (whether  or  not  such 
90  days  are  consecutive) ,  but  only  if  such 
90  days  occur  within  a  period  of  not  more 
than  180  consecutive  days. 

"  'Entitlement  to  Benefits 

"  'Sec.  1805.  (a)   Every  Individual  who — 

"'(1)  has  attained  the  age  of  65,  and 

"'(2)  is  entitled  to  monthly  insurance 
benefits  under  section  202, 
shall  be  entitled  to  insurance  benefits  under 
this  title  for  each  month  for  which  he  is 
entitled  to  such  benefits  under  section  202, 
beginning  with  the  first  month  after  Decem- 
ber 1965  with  respect  to  which  he  meets  the 
conditions  specified  in  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2). 

"'(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section — 
"'(1)  entitlement  of  an  individual  to  in- 
surance benefits  under  this  title  for  a  month 
shall  consist  of  entitlement  to  have  pay- 
ment made  under,  and  subject  to  the  limita- 
tions in,  this  title  on  his  behalf  for  inpa- 
tient hospital  services,  skilled  nursing  facil- 
ity services,  home  health  services,  and 
outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services  fur- 
nished him  in  the  United  States  during  such 
month;  and 

"'(2)  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  en- 
titled to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under 
section  202  for  the  month  in  which  he  died 
if  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  such  bene- 
fits for  such  month  had  he  died  in  the  next 
month. 

"  '(c)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  section,  no  payments  may  be 
made  under  this  title  for  inpatient  hospital 
services,  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  serv- 
ices, or  home  health  services  furnished  an  in- 
dividual prior  to  July  1,  1965,  or  for  skilled 
nursing  facility  services  furnished  him  prior 
to  January  1,  1966. 

"  'Definitions  of  Providers  of  Services 
"  'Sec.  1806.  For  purposes  of  this  title — 
"  'Hospital 

"  '(a)  The  term  "hospital"  (except  for  pur- 
poses of  section  1804(d)(2),  section  1809(f), 
paragraph   (6)   of  this  subsection,  and  so 


much  of  section  1803(b)  as  precedes  para- 
graph (1)  thereof)  means  an  institution 
which — 

"  '  ( 1 )  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing, 
by  or  under  the  supervision  of  physicians  or 
surgeons,  to  inpatients  (A)  diagnostic  serv- 
ices and  therapeutic  services  for  medical 
diagnosis,  treatment,  and  care  of  injured,  dis- 
abled, or  sick  persons,  or  (B)  rehabilitation 
facilities  and  services  for  the  rehabilitation 
of  injured,  disabled,  or  sick  persons. 

"  '(2)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all 
patients, 

"  "(3)  has  bylaws  in  effect  with  respect  to 
its  staff  of  physicians, 

" '(4) continuously  provides  twenty-four- 
hour  nursing  service  rendered  or  super- 
vised by  a  registered  professional  nurse. 

"  '(5)  has  in  effect  a  hospital  utilization  re- 
view plan  which  meets  the  requirements  of 
subsection  (e) , 

"  '(6)  in  the  case  of  an  institution  in  any 
State  in  which  State  or  applicable  local  law 
provides  for  the  licensing  of  hospitals,  (A) 
is  licensed  pursuant  to  such  law  or  (B)  is 
approved,  by  the  agency  of  such  State  re- 
sponsible for  licensing  hospitals,  as  meeting 
the  standards  established  for  such  licensing, 
and 

"  '(7)  meets  such  other  of  the  requirements 
prescribed  for  the  accreditation  of  hospitals 
by  the  Joint  Commission  on  the  Accredita- 
tion of  Hospitals,  as  the  Secretary  finds  nec- 
essary in  the  interest  of  the  health  and 
safety  of  individuals  who  are  furnished  serv- 
ices by  or  in  the  institution. 
For  purposes  of  section  1804(d)(2),  such 
term  includes  any  institution  which  meets 
the  requirements  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection.  For  purposes  of  section  1809(f) 
(including  determination  of  whether  an  in- 
dividual received  inpatient  hospital  services 
for  purposes  of  such  section  1809(f)),  and 
so  much  of  section  1803(b)  as  precedes  para- 
graph (1)  thereof,  such  term  includes  any 
institution  which  meets  the  requirements 
of  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (4),  and  (6)  of  this 
subsection.  Notwithstanding  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  subsection,  such  term  shall 
not,  except  for  purposes  of  section  1804(d) 
(2),  include  any  institution  which  is  pri- 
marily for  the  care  and  treatment  of  tuber- 
culosis or  mentally  ill  patients. 

"  'Skilled  nursing  facility 

"'(b)  The  term  "skilled  nursing  facility" 
means  (except  for  purposes  of  section  1804 
(d)  (2) )  an  institution  (or  a  distinct  part  of 
an  institution)  which  Is  affiliated  or  under 
common  control  with  a  hospital  having  an 
agreement  in  effect  under  section  1810  and 
which — - 

"  '(1)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing  to 
inpatients  (A)  skilled  nursing  care  and  re- 
lated services  for  patients  who  require 
planned  medical  or  nursing  care  or  (B)  re- 
habilitation services, 

"  '(2)  has  policies,  which  are  established 
by  a  group  of  professional  personnel  (asso- 
ciated with  the  facility) ,  including  1  or  more 
physicians  and  1  or  more  registered  profes- 
sional nurses,  to  govern  the  skilled  nursing 
care  and  related  medical  or  other  services  it 
provides  and  which  include  a  requirement 
that  every  patient  must  be  under  the  care 
of  a  physician, 

"'(3)  has  a  physician,  a  registered  pro- 
fessional nurse,  or  a  medical  staff  responsible 
for  the  execution  of  such  policies, 

"'(4)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all 
patients, 

"'(5)  continuously  provides  twenty-four- 
hour  nursing  service  rendered  or  supervised 
by  a  registered  professional  nurse, 

"'(6)  operates  under  a  utilization  review 
plan,  which  has  been  made  applicable  to  it 
under  subsection  (g),  of  the  hospital  with 
which  it  is  affiliated  or  under  common  con- 
trol, 

"  '(7)  in  the  case  of  an  institution  in  any 
State  in  which  State  or  applicable  local  law 


provides  for  the  licensing  of  institutions  of 
this  nature,  (A)  is  licensed  pursuant  to  such 
law,  or  (B)  is  approved,  by  the  agency  of 
such  State  responsible  for  licensing  institu- 
tions of  this  nature,  as  meeting  standards 
established  for  such  licensing;  and 

"  '(8)  meets  such  other  conditions  of  par- 
ticipation under  this  section  as  the  Secretary 
may  find  necessary  in  the  interest  of  the 
health  and  safety  of  individuals  who  are 
furnished  services  by  or  in  such  institution; 
except  that  such  term  shall  not  (other  than 
for  purposes  of  section  1804(d)(2))  include 
any  institution  which  is  primarily  for  the 
case  and  treatment  of  tuberculosis  or  men- 
tally ill  patients.  For  purposes  of  section 
1804(d)  (2),  such  term  includes  any  institu- 
tion which  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph ( 1 )  of  this  subsection. 

"  'Home  health  agency 
"'(c)  The   term   "home  health  agency" 
means  an  agency  which — 

"  '  ( 1 )  is  a  public  agency,  or  a  private  non- 
profit organization  exempt  from  Federal  in- 
come taxation  under  section  501  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954, 

"'(2)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing 
skilled  nursing  services  or  other  therapeutic 
services, 

"'(3)  has  policies,  established  by  a  group 
of  professional  personnel  (associated  with 
the  agency),  including  1  or  more  physicians 
and  1  or  more  registered  professional  nurses, 
to  govern  the  service  (referred  to  in  para- 
graph (2)  )  which  it  provides, 

"'(4)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all  pa- 
tients, 

"  '(5)  in  the  case  of  an  agency  in  any  State 
in  which  State  or  local  law  provides  for  the 
licensing  of  agencies  of  this  nature,  (A)  is 
licensed  pursuant  to  such  law,  or  (B)  is  ap- 
proved, by  the  agency  of  such  State  respon- 
sible for  licensing  agencies  of  this  nature,  as 
meeting  standards  established  for  such  li- 
censing, and 

"  '(6)  meets  such  other  conditions  of  par- 
ticipation as  the  Secretary  may  find  neces- 
sary in  the  interest  of  the  health  and  safety 
of  individuals  who  are  furnished  services  by 
such  agency; 

except  that  such  term  shall  not  include  any 
agency  which  is  primarily  for  the  care  and 
treatment  of  tuberculosis  or  mentally  ill 
patients. 

"  'Physician 

"'(d)  The  term  "physician",  when  used 
in  connection  with  the  performance  of  any 
function  or  action,  means  an  individual  (in- 
cluding a  physician  within  the  meaning  of 
section  1101(a)(7))  legally  authorized  to 
practice  surgery  or  medicine  by  the  State  in 
which  he  performs  such  function  or  action. 
"  'Utilization  review 

"'(e)  A  utilization  review  plan  of  a  hos- 
pital shall  be  deemed  sufficient  if  its  is  ap- 
plicable to  services  furnished  by  the  insti- 
tution to  individuals  entitled  to  benefits 
under  this  title  and  if  it  provides — 

"  '(1)  for  the  review,  oh  a  sample  or  other 
basis,  of  admissions  to  the  institution,  the 
duration  of  stays  therein,  and  the  profes- 
sional services  furnished,  (A)  with  respect 
to  the  medical  necessity  of  the  services,  and 
(B)  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  most 
efficient  use  of  available  health  facilities  and 
services; 

"  '(2)  for  such  review  to  be  made  by  either 
(A)  a  hospital  staff  committee  composed  of 
2  or  more  physicians,  with  or  without  par- 
ticipation of  other  professional  personnel, 
or  (B)  a  group  outside  the  hospital  which 
is  similarly  composed; 

"  '(3)  for  such  review,  in  each  case  in  which 
inpatient  hospital  services  are  furnished  to 
such  individuals  during  a  continuous  period, 
as  of  the  twenty-first  day,  and  as  of  such 
subsequent  days  as  may  be  specified  in  regu- 
lations, with  such  review  to  be  made  as 
promptly  after  such  twenty-first  or  subse- 
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qvient  specified  days  as  possible,  and  in  no 
event  later  than  1  week  following  such  day; 

"'(4)  for  prompt  notification  to  the  in- 
stitution, the  Individual,  and  his  attending 
physician  of  any  finding  (after  opportunity 
for  consultation  to  such  attending  physi- 
cian) by  the  physician  members  of  such  com- 
mittee or  group  that  any  further  stay  therein 
is  not  medically  necessary. 
The  provisions  of  clause  (A)  of  paragraph 
(2)  shall  not  apply  to  any  hospital  where, 
because  of  the  small  size  of  the  institution 
or  for  such  other  reason  or  reasons  as  may 
be  included  in  regulations,  it  is  impracticable 
for  the  institution  to  have  a  properly  func- 
tioning staff  committee  for  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection. 

"  'Provider  of  services 

"'(f)  The  term  "provider  of  services" 
means  a  hospital,  skilled  nursing  facility,  or 
home  health  agency. 

"  'Skilled  nursing  facilities  affiliated  or  under 
common  control  with  hospitals 

"'(g)  A  hospital  and  a  skilled  nursing 
facility  shall  be  deemed  to  be  affiliated  or 
under  common  control  if,  by  reason  of  a 
written  agreement  between  them  or  by  rea- 
son of  a  written  undertaking  by  a  person  or 
a  body  which  controls  both  of  them,  there 
is  reasonable  assurance  that — 

"'(1)  the  facility  will  be  operated  under 
standards  which  are  developed  jointly  by,  or 
are  agreed  to  by,  the  two  institutions,  with 
respect  to — 

"'(A)  skilled  nursing  and  related  health 
services  (other  than  physicians'  services), 

"'(B)  a  system  of  clinical  records,  and 

"'(C)  appropriate  methods  and  proce- 
dures for  the  dispensing  and  administering 
of  drugs  and  biologicals; 

"  '(2)  timely  transfer  of  patients  will  be 
effected  between  the  hospital  and  the  skilled 
nursing  facility  whenever  such  transfer  is 
medically  appropriate,  and  provision  is  made 
for  the  transfer  or  the  joint  use  (to  the  ex- 
tent practicable)  of  clinical  records  of  the 
two  institutions;  and 

"'(3)  the  utilization  review  plan  of  the 
hospital  will  be  extended  to  include  review 
of  admissions  to,  duration  of  stays  in,  and  the 
professional  services  furnished  in  the  skilled 
nursing  facility  and  including  review  of  such 
individual  cases  (and  at  such  intervals)  as 
may  be  specified  in  this  title  or  in  regula- 
tions thereunder,  and  with  notice  to  the 
facility,  the  individual,  and  his  attending 
physician  in  case  of  a  finding  (after  oppor- 
tunity for  consultation  to  such  attending 
physcian)  that  further  skilled  nursing  facil- 
ity services  are  not  medically  necessary. 
"  'States  and  United  States 

"'(h)  The  term  "State"  and  "United 
States"  shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  when 
used  in  title  II. 

"  'Additional  skilled  nursing  facilities 

"  '(i)  The  Secretary  shall,  as  soon  as  prac- 
ticable after  December  31,  1965,  study  the 
best  ways  of  increasing  the  availability  of 
skilled  nursing  facility  care  for  beneficiaries 
under  this  title  under  conditions  assuring 
good  quality  of  care;  and,  on  the  basis  of 
such  study  and  after  consultation  with  asso- 
ciations of  nursing  homes,  the  American 
Hospital  Association,  the  Joint  Commission 
on  Accreditation  of  Hospitals,  and  other 
appropriate  professional  organizations,  he 
may  determine  that  additional  nursing  fa- 
cilities in  which  such  conditions  assuring 
good  quality  of  care  exist  constitute  skilled 
nursing  facilities  under  subsection  (b)  if 
they  meet  the  requirements  of  such  subsec- 
tion (other  than  the  requirement  of  affilia- 
tion and  other  than  the  requirement  that  a 
hospital  utilization  review  plan  be  made  ap- 
plicable) and  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  such 
action  will  not  create  (or  increase)  any 
actuarial  imbalance  in  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund.    The  Secretary  shall 


report  to  the  Congerss  from  time  to  time,  and 
in  any  event  by  July  1,  1967,  the  results  of 
the  study  under  this  subsection  anti  any  ac- 
tion taken  as  a  result  thereof. 
"  'Use  of  State  Agencies  and  Other  Organi- 
zations To  Develop  Conditions  of  Partici- 
pation for  Providers  of  Services 

"  'Sec.  1807.  In  carrying  out  his  func- 
tions, relating  to  determination  of  conditions 
of  participation  by  providers  of  services, 
under  section  1806(a)(7),  section  1806(b) 
(8),  or  section  1806(c)(6),  the  Secretary 
shall  consult  with  the  Hospital  Insurance 
Benefits  Advisory  Council  established  by  sec- 
tion 1812,  appropriate  State  agencies,  and 
recognized  national  listing  or  accrediting 
bodies.  Such  conditions  prescribed  under 
any  of  such  sections  may  be  varied  for  dif- 
ferent areas  or  different  classes  of  institu- 
tions or  agencies  and  may,  at  the  request  of 
a  State,  provide  (subject  to  the  limitation 
provided  in  section  1806(a)(7))  higher  re- 
quirements for  such  State  than  for  other 
States. 

"  'Use  of  State  Agencies  and  Other  Organiza- 
tions To  Determine  Compliance  by  Pro- 
viders of  Services  With  Conditions  of 
Participation 

"  'Sec.  1808.  (a)  The  Secretary  may,  pur- 
suant to  agreement,  utilize  the  services  of 
State  health  agencies  or  other  appropriate 
State  agencies  for  the  purposes  of  (1)  de- 
termining whether  an  institution  is  a  hos- 
pital or  skilled  nursing  facility,  or  whether 
an  agency  is  a  home  health  agency,  or  (2) 
providing  consultative  services  to  institu- 
tions or  agencies  to  assist  them  (A)  to  qual- 
ify as  hospitals,  skilled  nursing  facilities,  or 
home  health  agencies,  (B)  to  establish  and 
maintain  fiscal  records  necessary  for  pur- 
poses of  this  title,  and  (C)  to  provide  infor- 
mation which  may  be  necessary  to  permit 
determination  under  this  title  as  to  whether 
payments  are  due  and  the  amounts  thereof. 
To  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  finds  it 
appropriate,  an  institution  or  agency  which 
such  a  State  agency  certifies  is  a  hospital, 
skilled  nursing  facility,  or  home  health 
agency  may  be  treated  as  such  by  the  Secre- 
tary. The  Secretary  shall  pay  any  such 
State  agency,  in  advance  or  by  way  of  reim- 
bursement, as  may  be  provided  in  the  agree- 
ment with  it  (and  may  make  adjustments 
in  such  payments  on  account  of  overpay- 
ments or  underpayments  previously  made), 
for  the  reasonable  cost  of  performing  the 
functions  specified  in  the  first  sentence  of 
this  subsection,  and  for  the  fair  share  of  the 
costs  attributable  to  the  planning  and  other 
efforts  directed  toward  coordination  of  activ- 
ities in  carrying  out  its  agreement  and  other 
activities  related  to  the  provision  of  services 
similar  to  those  for  which  payment  may  be 
made  under  this  title,  or  related  to  the  facili- 
ties and  personnel  required  for  the  provi- 
sion of  such  services,  or  related  to  improving 
the  quality  of  such  services. 

"'(b)  (1)  An  institution  shall  be  deemed 
to  meet  the  conditions  of  participation  under 
section  1806(a)  (except  paragraph  (5) 
thereof)  if  such  institution  is  accredited  as 
a  hospital  by  the  Joint  Commission  on  the 
Accreditation  of  Hospitals.  If  such  Com- 
mission, as  a  condition  for  accreditation  of 
a  hospital,  hereafter  requires  a  utilization 
review  plan  or  imposes  another  requirement 
which  serves  substantially  the  same  purpose, 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  find  that  all 
institutions  so  accredited  by  the  Commission 
comply  also  with  section  1806(a)  (5) . 

"  '(2)  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  accredita- 
tion of  an  institution  by  a  national  accredita- 
tion body,  other  than  the  Joint  Commission 
on  the  Accreditation  of  Hospitals,  provides 
reasonable  assurance  that  any  or  all  of  the 
conditions  of  section  1806  (a),  (b) ,  or  (c), 
as  the  case  may  be,  are  met,  he  may,  to  the 
extent  he  deems  it  appropriate,  treat  such 
institution  as  meeting  the  condition  or  con- 


ditions with  respect  to  which  he  made  such 
finding. 

"  'Conditions  of  and  Limitations  on  Payment 

for  Services 
"  'Requirement  of  requests  and  certifications 

"  'Sec.  1809.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (f),  payment  for  services  furnished 
an  individual  may  be  made  only  to  eligible 
providers  of  services  and  only  if — 

"'(1)  written  request,  signed  by  such  in- 
dividual except  in  cases  in  which  the  Secre- 
tary finds  it  impractical  for  the  individual  to 
do  so,  is  filed  for  such  payment  in  such  form, 
in  such  manner,  within  such  time,  and  by 
such  person  or  persons  as  the  Secretary  may 
by  regulation  prescribe; 

"  '(2)  a  physician  certifies  (and  recertifies, 
where  such  services  are  furnished  over  a 
period  of  time,  in  such  cases  and  with  such 
frequency,  appropriate  to  the  case  involved, 
as  may  be  provided  in  regulations)  that — 

"  '(A)  in  the  case  of  inpatient  hospital 
services,  such  services  are  or  were  required 
for  such  individual's  medical  treatment,  or 
such  services  are  or  were  required  for  in- 
patient diagnostic  study; 

"  '(B)  in  the  case  of  outpatient  hospital 
diagnostic  services,  such  services  are  or  were 
required  for  diagnostic  study; 

"'(C)  in  the  case  of  skilled  nursing  fa- 
cility services,  such  services  are  or  were  re- 
quired because  the  individual  needed  skilled 
nursing  care  on  a  continuing  basis  for  any 
of  the  conditions  with  respect  to  which  he 
was  receiving  inpatient  hospital  services  prior 
to  transfer  to  the  skilled  nursing  facility  or 
for  a  condition  requiring  such  care  which 
arose  after  such  transfer  and  while  he  was 
still  in  the  facility  for  treatment  of  the 
condition  or  conditions  for  which  he  was 
receiving  such  inpatient  hospital  services; 

"  '(D)  in  the  case  of  home  health  services, 
such  services  are  or  were  required  because  the 
individual  needed  skilled  nursing  care  on 
an  intermittent  basis  or  because  he  needed 
physical  or  speech  therapy;  a  plan  for  fur- 
nishing such  services  to  such  individual  has 
been  established  and  is  periodically  reviewed 
by  a  physician;  and  such  services  are  or  were 
furnished  while  the  individual  was  under 
the  care  of  a  physician; 

"'(3)  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital 
services  or  skilled  nursing  facility  services 
furnished  such  individual  after  the  twenty- 
first  day  of  a  continuous  period  of  such  serv- 
ices, there  was  not  in  effect,  at  the  time  of  ad- 
mission of  such  individual  to  the  hospital, 
a  decision  under  section  1810(e)  (based  on  a 
finding  that  timely  utilization  review  of  long- 
stay  cases  is  not  being  made  in  such  hospital 
or  facility) ; 

"'(4)  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital 
services  or  skilled  nursing  facility  services 
furnished  such  individual  during  a  continu- 
ous period,  a  finding  has  not  been  made  (by 
the  physician  members  of  the  committee  or 
group)  pursuant  to  the  system  of  utilization 
review  that  further  inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices or  further  skilled  nursing  facility  serv- 
ices, as  the  case  may  be,  are  not  medically 
necessary;  except  that,  if  such  a  finding  has 
been  made,  payment  may  be  made  for  such 
services  furnished  in  such  period  before  the 
fourth  day  after  the  day  on  which  the  hos- 
pital or  skilled  nursing  facility,  as  the  case 
may  be,  received  notice  of  such  finding. 
"  'Determination  of  costs  of  services 

"'(b)  The  amount  paid  to  any  provided 
of  services  with  respect  to  services  for  which 
payment  may  be  made  under  this  title  shall 
be  the  reasonable  cost  of  such  services,  as 
determined  in  accordance  with  regulations 
establishing  the  method  or  methods  to  be 
used  in  determining  such  costs  for  various 
types  or  classes  of  institutions,  services,  and 
agencies.  In  prescribing  such  regultaions. 
the  Secretary  shall  consider,  among  other 
things,  the  principles  generally  applied  by 
national  organizations  (which  have  devel- 
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oped  such  principles)  in  computing  trie 
amount  of  payment,  to  be  made  by  persons 
other  than  the  recipients  of  services,  to  pro- 
viders of  services  on  account  of  services 
furnished  to  such  recipients  by  such  pro- 
viders. Such  regulations  may  provide  for 
payment  on  a  per  diem,  per  unit,  per  capita, 
or  other  basis,  may  provide  for  using  differ- 
ent methods  in  different  circumstances,  and 
may  provide  for  the  use  of  estimates  of  costs 
of  particular  items  or  services. 
"  "Amount  of  payment  for  more  expensive 
services 

"'(c)(1)  In  case  the  bed  and  board  fur- 
nished as  part  of  inpatient  hospital  services 
or  skilled  nursing  facility  services  is  in  ac- 
commodations more  expensive  than  two-, 
three-,  or  four-bed  accommodations  and  the 
use  of  such  more  expensive  accommodations 
rather  than  such  two-,  three-,  or  four-bed 
accommodations  was  not  at  the  request  of 
the  patient,  payment  with  respect  to  such 
services  may  not  exceed  an  amount  equal 
to  the  reasonable  cost  of  such  services  if  fur- 
nished in  such  two-,  three-,  or  four-bed 
accommodations  unless  the"  more  expensive 
accommodations  were  required  for  medical 
reasons. 

"'(2)  Where  a  provider  of  services  with 
which  an  agreement  under  this  title  is  in 
effect  furnishes  to  an  individual,  at  his  re- 
quest, items  or  services  which  are  in  excess 
of  or  more  expensive  than  the  items  or  serv- 
ices with  respect  to  which  payment  may  be 
made  under  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall 
pay  to  such  provider  of  services  only  the 
equivalent  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  items 
or  services  with  respect  to  which  payment 
under  this  title  may  be  made. 
"  'Amount  of  payment  where  less  expensive 
services  furnished 

*"(d)  In  case  the  bed  and  board  fur- 
nished as  part  of  inpatient  hospital  services 
or  skilled  nursing  facility  services  in  accom- 
modations other  than,  but  not  more  expen- 
sive than,  two-,  three-,  or  four-bed  accom- 
modations and  the  use  of  such  other  accom- 
modations rather  than  two-,  three-,  or  four- 
bed  accommodations  was  neither  at  the 
request  of  the  patient  nor  for  a  reason  which 
the  Secretary  determines  is  consistent  with 
the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  amount  of  the 
payment  with  respect  to  such  services  under 
this  title  shall  be  the  reasonable  cost  of  such 
services  minus  the  difference  between  the 
charge  customarily  made  by  the  hospital  or 
skilled  nursing  facility  for  such  services  in 
two-,  three-,  or  four-bed  accommodations 
and  the  charge  customarily  made  by  it  for 
such  services  in  the  accommodations  fur- 
nished. 

"  'No  payments  to  Federal  providers  of 
services 

"'(e)  No  payment  may  be  made  under 
this  title  (except  under  subsection  (f)  of 
this  section)  to  any  Federal  provider  of  serv- 
ices, except  a  provider  of  services  which  the 
Secretary  determines,  in  accordance  with 
regulations,  is  providing  services  to  the  pub- 
lic generally  as  a  community  institution  or 
agency;  and  no  such  payment  may  be  made 
to  any  provider  of  services  for  any  item  or 
service  which  such  provider  is  obligated  by 
a  law  of,  or  a  contract  with,  the  United 
States  to  render  at  public  expense. 

"  'Payments  for  emergency  inpatient 
hospital  services 

"  '(f)  Payments  shall  also  be  made  to  any 
hospital  for  inpatient  hospital  services  or 
outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services  fur- 
nished, by  the  hospital  or  under  arrange- 
ments (as  defined  in  section  1303(f)  )  with  it, 
to  an  individual  entitled  to  health  insur- 
ance benefits  under  this  title  even  though 
such  hospital  does  not  have  an  agreement 
in  effect  under  this  title  if  (A)  such  services 
were  emergency  services  and  (B)  the  Secre- 
tary would  be  required  to  make  such  pay- 
ment if  the  hospital  had  such  an  agreement 


in  effect  and  otherwise  met  the  conditions  of 
payment  hereunder.  Such  payment  shall  be 
made  only  in  amounts  determined  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b)  and  then  only  if 
such  hospital  agrees  to  comply,  with  respect 
to  the  emergency  services  provided,  with  the 
provisions  of  section  1810(a). 
"  'Payment  for  services  prior  to  notification 
of  noneligibllity 

"  '(g)  Notwithstanding  that  an  individu- 
al is  not  entitled  to  have  payment  made  un- 
der this  title  for  Inpatient  hospital  services, 
skilled  nursing  facility  services,  home  health 
services,  or  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic 
services  furnished  by  any  provider  of  serv- 
ices, payment  shall  be  made  to  such  provider 
of  services  (unless  such  provider  elects  not 
to  receive  such  payment  or,  if  payment  has 
already  been  made,  refunds  such  payment 
within  the  time  specified  by  the  Secretary) 
for  such  services  which  are  furnished  to  the 
individual  prior  to  notification  from  the 
Secretary  of  his  lack  of  entitlement  if  such 
payments  are  not  otherwise  precluded  under 
this  title  and  if  such  provider  complies  with 
the  rules  established  hereunder  with  respect 
to  such  payments,  has  acted  in  good  faith 
and  without  knowledge  of  such  lack  of  en- 
titlement, and  has  acted  reasonably  in  as- 
suming entitlement  existed. 

"  'Agreements  With  Providers  of  Services 

"  'Sec.  1810.  (a)  Any  provider  of  services 
shall  be  eligible  for  payments  under  this 
title  if  it  files  with  the  Secretary  an  agree- 
ment not  to  charge  any  individual  or  any 
other  person  for  items  or  services  for  which 
such  individual  is  entitled  to  have  payment 
made  under  this  title  (or  for  which  he  would 
be  so  entitled  if  such  provider  had  complied 
with  the  procedural  and  other  requirements 
under  or  pursuant  to  this  title  or  for  which 
such  provider  is  paid  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  section  1809(g)),  and  to  make  ade- 
quate provision  for  return  (or  other  disposi- 
tion, in  accordance  with  regulations)  of  any 
moneys  incorrectly  collected  from  such  indi- 
vidual or  other  person,  except  that  such  pro- 
vider of  services  may  charge  such  individual 
or  other  person  the  amount  of  any  deduc- 
tion imposed  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  or 
(c)  of  section  1804  with  respect  to  such 
services  (not  in  excess  of  the  amount  cus- 
tomarily charged  for  such  services  by  such 
provider)  and,  where  the  provider  of  serv- 
ices has  furnished,  at  the  request  of  such 
individual,  items  or  services  which  are  in 
excess  of  or  more  expensive  than  the  items 
or  services  with  respect  to  which  payment 
may  be  made  under  this  title,  such  provider 
may  also  charge  such  individual  or  other  per- 
son for  such  more  expensive  items  or  serv- 
ices but  not  more  than  the  difference  be- 
tween the  amount  customarily  charged  by 
it  for  the  items  or  services  furnished  at 
such  request  and  the  amount  customarily 
charged  by  it  for  the  items  or  services  with 
respect  to  which  payment  may  be  made 
under  this  title. 

"'(b)  An  agreement  with  the  Secretary 
under  this  section  may  be  terminated — 

"'(1)  by  the  provider  of  services  at  such 
time  and  upon  such  notice  to  the  Secretary 
and  the  public  as  may  be  provided  in  regu- 
lations, except  that  the  time  such  agree- 
ment is  thereby  required  by  the  Secretary 
to  continue  in  effect  after  such  notice  may 
not  exceed  6  months  after  such  notice,  or 

"'(2)  by  the  Secretary  at  such  time  and 
upon  such  notice  to  the  provider  of  services 
and  the  public  as  may  be  specified  in  regu- 
lations, but  only  after  the  Secretary  has  de- 
termined, and  has  given  such  provider  noti- 
fication thereof,  (A)  that  such  provider  of 
services  is  not  complying  substantially  with 
the  provisions  of  such  agreement,  or  with 
the  provisions  of  this  title  and  regulations 
thereunder,  or  (B)  that  such  provider  no 
longer  substantially  meets  the  applicable 
provisions  of  section  1806,  or  (C)  that  such 
provider  of  services  has  failed  to  provide 


such  information  as  the  Secretary  finds 
necessary  to  determine  whether  payments 
are  or  were  due  under  this  title  and  the 
amounts  thereof,  or  has  refused  to  permit 
such  examination  of  its  fiscal  and  other  rec- 
ords by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Secretary  as  may 
be  necessary  to  verify  such  information. 
Any  termination  shall  be  applicable — 

"'(3)  in  the  case  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  or  skilled  nursing  facility  services, 
with  respect  to  such  services  furnished  to 
any  individual  who  is  admitted  to  the  hos- 
pital or  skilled  nursing  facility  furnishing 
such  services  on  or  after  the  effective  date 
of  such  termination, 

"'(4)  (A)  with  respect  to  home  health 
services  furnished  to  an  individual  under  a 
plan  therefor  established  on  or  after  the 
effective  date  of  such  termination,  or  (B)  if 
such  plan  is  established  before  such  effective 
date,  with  respect  to  such  services  furnished 
to  such  individual  after  the  calendar  year 
in  which  such  termination  is  effective,  and 

"'(5)  with  respect  to  outpatient  hospital 
diagnostic  services  furnished  on  or  after  the 
effective  date  of  such  termination. 

"'(c)  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  preclude 
any  provider  of  services  or  any  group  or 
groups  of  such  providers  from  being  repre- 
sented by  an  individual,  association,  or  or- 
ganization authorized  by  such  provider  or 
providers  of  services  to  act  on  their  behalf 
in  negotiating  with  respect  to  their  partici- 
pation under  this  title  and  the  terms,  meth- 
ods, and  amounts  of  payments  for  services 
to  be  provided  thereunder. 

"  '(d)  Where  an  agreement  filed  under  this 
title  by  a  provider  of  services  has  been  termi- 
nated by  the  Secretary,  such  provider  may 
not  file  another  agreement  under  this  title 
unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  reason  for 
the  termination  has  been  removed  and  there 
is  reasonable  assurance  that  it  will  not  recur. 

"'(e)  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  timely 
review  in  accordance  with  section  1806(e) 
of  long-stay  cases  in  a  hospital  or  skilled 
nursing  facility  is  not  being  made  with  rea- 
sonable regularity,  he  may,  in  lieu  of  termi- 
nating his  agreement  with  such  hospital  or 
facility,  decided  that,  with  respect  to  any 
individual  admitted  to  such  hospital  or 
skilled  nursing  facility  after  a  date  specified 
by  him,  no  payment  shall  be  made  for  in- 
patient hospital  services  or  skilled  nursing 
facility  services  after  the  twenty-first  day 
of  a  continuous  period  of  such  services. 
Such  decision  may  be  made  only  after  such 
notice  to  the  hospital,  or  (in  the  case  of  a 
skilled  nursing  facility)  to  the  hospital  and 
the  facility,  and  to  the  public  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  regulations,  and  its  effectiveness 
shall  be  rescinded  when  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  reason  therefor  has  been  removed 
and  there  is  reasonable  assurance  that  it  will 
not  recur. 

"  'Payment  to  Providers  of  Services 

"  'Sec.  1811.  The  Secretary  shall  period- 
ically determine  the  amount  which  should 
be  paid  to  each  provider  of  services  under  this 
title  with  respect  to  the  services  furnished 
by  it,  and  the  provider  shall  be  paid,  at  such 
time  or  times  as  the  Secretary  believes  appro- 
priate and  prior  to  audit  or  settlement  by  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  from  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  the  amounts 
so  determined;  except  that  such  amounts 
may  be  reduced  or  increased,  as  the  case  may 
be,  by  any  sum  by  which  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  amount  paid  to  such  provider  of 
services  for  any  prior  period  was  greater  or 
less  than  the  amount  which  should  have  been 
paid  to  it  for  such  period. 

"  'Hospital  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory 
Council 

"  'Sec.  1812.  For  the  purpose  of  advising 
the  Secretary  on  matters  of  general  policy  in 
the  administration  of  this  title  and  in  the 
formulation  of  regulations  under  this  title, 
there  is  hereby  created  a  Hospital  Insurance 
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Benefits  Advisory  Council  which  shall  con- 
sist of  14  persons,  not  otherwise  In  the  em- 
ploy of  the  United  States,  appointed  by  the 
Secretary  without  regard  to  the  civil  service 
laws.  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time 
appoint  one  of  the  members  to  serve  as 
Chairman.  Not  less  than  4  of  the  appointed 
members  shall  be  persons  who  are  outstand- 
ing in  the  fields  pertaining  to  hospitals  and 
health  activities.  Each  appointed  member 
shall  hold  office  for  a  term  of  4  years,  except 
that  any  member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy 
occurring  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  term 
for  which  his  predecessor  wafe  appointed  shall 
be  appointed  for  the  remainder  of  such  term, 
and  except  that  the  terms  of  office  of  the 
members  first  taking  office  shall  expire,  as 
designated  by  the  Secretary  at  the  time  of 
appointment,  3  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  4 
at  the  end  of  the  second  year,  3  at  the  end  of 
the  third  year,  and  4  at  the  end  of  the  fourth 
year  after  the  date  of  appointment.  An  ap- 
pointed member  shall  not  be  eligible  to  serve 
continuously  for  more  than  2  terms.  The 
Secretary  may,  at  the  request  of  the  Council, 
appoint  such  special  advisory  or  technical 
committees  as  may  be  useful  in  carrying  out 
its  functions.  Appointed  members  of  the 
Advisory  Council  and  members  of  its  advisory 
or  technical  committees,  while  attending 
meetings  or  conferences  thereof  or  otherwise 
serving  on  business  of  the  Advisory  Council 
or  of  such  a  committee  or  committees,  shall 
be  entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  rates 
fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100 
per  day,  and  while  so  serving  way  from  their 
homes  or  regular  places  of  business  they  may 
be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by 
section  5  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act 
of  1946  (5  TJ.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the 
Government  service  employed  intermittently. 
The  Advisory  Council  shall  meet  as  frequent- 
ly as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary.  Upon 
request  of  4  or  more  members,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  Secretary  to  call  a  meeting  of  the 
Advisory  Council. 

"  'Review  of  Determinations 
"  'Sec.  1813.  Any  individual  dissatisfied 
with  any  determination  made  by  the  Sec- 
retary that  he  is  not  entitled  to  insurance 
benefits  under  this  title  or  that  he  is  not 
entitled  to  have  payment  made  under  this 
title  with  respect  to  any  class  of  services  fur- 
nished him,  shall  be  entitled  to  a  hearing 
thereon  by  the  Secretary  to  the  same  extent 
as  is  provided  in  section  205(b)  with  respect 
to  decisions  of  the  Secretary,  and  to  judicial 
review  of  the  Secretary's  final  decision  after 
such  hearing  as  is  provided  in  section 
205(g). 

"  'Overpayments  to  Individuals 

"  'Sec.  1814.  (a)  Any  payment  under  this 
title  to  any  provider  of  services  with  respect 
to  inpatient  hospital  services,  skilled  nursing 
facility  services,  home  health  services,  or  out- 
patient hospital  diagnostic  services,  fur- 
nished any  individual  shall  be  regarded  as  a 
payment  to  such  individual. 

"  '(b)  Where — 

"  '( 1)  more  than  the  correct  amount  is  paid 
under  this  title  to  a  provider  of  services 
for  services  furnished  an  individual  and  the 
Secretary  determines  that,  within  such  period 
as  he  may  specify,  the  excess  over  the  correct 
amount  cannot  be  recouped  from  such  pro- 
vider of  services,  or 

"'(2)  any  payment  has  been  made  under 
section  1809(g)  to  a  provider  of  services  for 
services  furnished  an  individual, 

proper  adjustments  shall  bo  made,  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  by 
decreasing  subsequent  payments — 

"'(3)  to  which  such  individual  Is  entitled 
under  title  II,  or 

"'(4)  if  such  individual  dies  before  such 
adjustment  has  been  completed,  to  which 
any  other  individual  is  entitled  under  title 
II  with  respect  to  the  wages  md  self-employ- 


ment income  which  were  the  basis  of  benefits 
of  such  deceased  individual  under  such  title. 

"  '(c)  There  shall  be  no  adjustment  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b)  (nor  shall  there  be 
recovery)  in  any  case  where  the  incorrrect 
payment  has  been  made  (including  payments 
under  section  1809(g) )  for  services  furnished 
to  an  individual  who  is  without  fault  and 
where  such  adjustment  (or  recovery)  would 
defeat  the  purposes  of  title  II  or  would  be 
against  equity  and  good  conscience. 

"'(d)  No  certifying  or  disbursing  officer 
shall  be  held  liable  for  any  amount  certified 
or  paid  by  him  to  any  provider  of  services 
where  the  adjustment  or  recovery  of  such 
amount  is  waived  under  subsection  (c)  or 
where  adjustment  under  subsection  (b)  is 
not  completed  prior  to  the  death  of  all  per- 
sons against  whose  benefits  such  adjustment 
is  authorized. 

"  'Use  of  Private  Organizations  To  Facilitate 
Payment  to  Providers  of  Services 

"  'Sec.  1815.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  author- 
ized to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  any  or- 
ganization, which  has  been  designated  by 
any  group  of  providers  of  services,  or  by  an 
association  of  such  providers  on  behalf  of  its 
members,  to  receive  payments  under  section 
1811  on  behalf  of  such  providers,  providing 
for  the  determination  by  such  organization 
(subject  to  such  review  by  the  Secretary  as 
may  be  provided  for  in  the  agreement)  of  the 
amount  of  payments  required  pursuant  to 
this  title  to  be  made  to  such  providers,  and 
for  making  such  payments.  The  Secretary 
shall  not  enter  into  an  agreement  with  any 
organization  under  this  section  unless  he 
finds  it  consistent  with  effective  and  efficient 
administration  of  this  title. 

"'(b)  To  the  extent  that  the  Secretary 
finds  that  performance  of  any  of  the  follow- 
ing functions  by  an  organization  with  which 
he  has  entered  into  an  agreement  under  sub- 
section (a)  will  be  advantageous  and  will 
promote  the  efficient  administration  of  this 
title,  he  may  also  include  in  the  agreement 
provision  that  the  organization  shall  (with 
respect  to  providers  of  services  which  are  to 
receive  payments  through  the  organiza- 
tion)— 

"  '(1)  serve  as  a  center  for,  and  communi- 
cate to  providers,  any  information  or  in- 
structions furnished  to  it  by  the  Secretary, 
and  serve  as  a  channel  of  communication 
from  providers  to  the  Secretary; 

"'(2)  make  such  audits  of  the  records  of 
providers  as  may  be  necessary  to  insure  that 
proper  payments  are  made  under  this  title; 

"  '(3)  assist  in  the  application  of  safe- 
guards against  unnecessary  utilization  of 
services  furnished  by  providers  to  individ- 
uals entitled  to  have  payment  made  under 
this  title  with  respect  to  services  furnished 
them; 

"'(4)  perform  such  other  duties  as  are 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  specified 
in  subsection  (a)  and  this  subsection. 

"  '(c)  An  agreement  with  any  organization 
under  this  section  may  contain  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  finds  neces- 
sary or  appropriate,  and  may  provide  for  ad- 
vances of  funds  to  the  organization  for  the 
making  of  payments  by  it  under  subsection 
(a)  and  shall  provide  for  payment  of  the 
reasonable  cost  of  administration  of  the  or- 
ganization as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  out 
the  functions  covered  by  the  agreement. 

"  '(d)  If  the  designation  of  an  organization 
as  provided  in  this  section  is  made  by  an  as- 
sociation of  providers  of  services,  it  shall 
not  be  binding  on  members  of  the  associa- 
tion which  notify  the  Secretary  of  their 
election  to  that  effect.  Any  provider  may, 
upon  such  notice  as  may  be  specified  In  the 
agreement  with  an  organization,  withdraw 
his  designation  to  receive  payments  through 
such  organization  and  any  provider  who  has 
not  designated  an  organization  may  elect  to 
receive  payments  from  an  organization  which 
has  entered  into  agreement  with  the  Secre- 


tary under  this  section,  if  the  Secretary  and 
the  organization  agree  to  It. 

"  '(e)  An  agreement  with  the  Secretary  un- 
der this  section  may  be  terminated — 

"'(1)  by  the  organization  entering  into 
such  agreement  at  such  time  and  upon  such 
notice  to  the  Secretary,  to  the  public,  and  to 
the  providers  as  may  be  provided  in  regula- 
tions, or 

"'(2)  by  the  Secretary  at  such  time  and 
upon  such  notice  to  the  organization,  and  to 
the  providers  which  have  designated  it  for 
purposes  of  this  section,  as  may  be  provided 
in  regulations,  but  only  if  he  finds,  after  rea- 
sonable notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing 
to  the  organization,  that  (A)  the  organiza- 
tion has  failed  substantially  to  carry  out  the 
agreement,  or  (B)  the  continuation  of  some 
or  all  of  the  functions  provided  for  in  the 
agreement  with  the  organization  is  disad- 
vantageous or  is  inconsistent  with  efficient 
administration  of  this  title. 

"'(f)  An  agreement  with  an  organization 
under  this  section  may  require  any  of  its 
officers  or  employees  certifying  payments  or 
disbursing  funds  pursuant  to  the  agreement, 
or  otherwise  participating  in  carrying  out  the 
agreement,  to  give  surety  bond  to  the  United 
States  in  such  amount  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  appropriate,  and  may  provide  for  the 
payment  of  the  charges  for  such  bond  from 
the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund. 

"'(g)(1)  No  individual  designated  pur- 
suant to  an  agreement  under  this  section  as 
a  certifying  officer  shall,  in  the  absence  of 
gross  negligence  or  intent  to  defraud  the 
United  States,  be  liable  with  respect  to  any 
payments  certified  by  him  under  this  section. 

"  '(2)  No  disbursing  officer  shall,  in  the 
absence  of  gross  negligence  or  Intent  to  de- 
fraud the  United  States,  be  liable  with  re- 
spect to  any  payment  by  him  under  this 
section  if  it  was  based  upon  a  voucher  signed 
by  a  certifying  officer  designated  as  provided 
in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 
"  'Option  to  Individuals  to  Obtain  Supple- 
mentary Private  Health  Insurance  Protection 

"  'Sec.  1816.  (a)  Nothing  contained  in  this 
title  shall  be  construed  to  preclude  any  State 
from  providing,  or  any  individual  from  pur- 
chasing or  otherwise  securing,  protection 
against  the  cost  of  health  or  medical  caro 
services  in  addition  to  those  for  which  pay- 
ment may  be  made  under  this  title. 

'"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  consult  with 
providers  of  hospital  or  other  medical  care 
services,  and  with  insurance  companies  and 
other  similar  organizations  providing  pro- 
tection against  the  costs  of  any  of  such  serv- 
ices, and  representatives  of  such  providers, 
insurance  companies,  or  other  similar  orga- 
nizations, and  with  appropriate  State  and 
other  public  or  private  agencies  or  organiza- 
tions to  the  end  that  they  are  encouraged  and 
assisted  in  developing  and  providing  protec- 
tion, which  supplements  that  provided  un- 
der this  title,  against  the  costs  of  health  or 
other  medical  care  services  for  which  pay- 
ments may  not  be  made  under  this  title. 
"  'Regulations 

"  'Sec.  1817.  When  used  in  this  title,  the 
term  "regulations"  means,  unless  the  con- 
text otherwise  requires,  regulations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary. 
"  'Application  of  Certain  Provisions  of 
Title  II 

"  'Sec.  1818.  The  provisions  of  sections 
206,  208,  and  216(j),  and  of  subsections  (a), 
(d),  (e),  (f),  and  (h)  of  section  205  shall 
also  apply  with  respect  to  this  title  to  the 
same  extent  as  they  are  applicable  with 
respect  to  title  II. 

"  'Designation  of  Organization  or  Publica- 
tion by  Name 
"  'Sec.  1819.  Designation  in  this  title,  by 
name,  of  any  nongovernmental  organization 
or  publication  shall  not  be  affected  by 
change  of  name  of  such  organization  or  pub- 
lication, and  shall  apply  to  any  successor 
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organization  or  publication  which  the  Sec- 
retary finds  serves  the  purpose  for  which 
such  designation  is  made.' 

"Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund 

"Sec.  203.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  redesignating 
subsections  (c),  (d),  (e),  (f),  (g),  and  (h) 
as  subsections  (d),  (e),  (f),  (g),  (h),  and 
(i),  respectively,  and  by  adding  after  sub- 
section (b)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"  '(c)  There  is  hereby  created  on  the  books 
of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  a  trust 
fund  to  be  known  as  the  "Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund".  The  Federal  Hos- 
pital Insurance  Trust  Fund  shall  consist  of 
such  amounts  as  may  be  appropriated  to, 
or  deposited  in,  such  fund  as  provided  in  this 
section.  There  is  hereby  appropriated  to  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1966,  and  for 
each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  out  of  any  moneys 
in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
amounts  equivalent  to  100  per  centum  of — 

"  '(1)  (A)  0.6  of  1  per  centum  of  the  wages 
(as  defined  in  section  3121  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954)  paid  after  December 
31,  1964,  and  prior  to  January  1,  1966,  and 
reported  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or 
his  delegate  pursuant  to  subtitle  F  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954,  which  wages 
shall  be  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the 
records  of  wages  established  and  maintained 
by  such  Secretary  in  accordance  with  such 
reports;  and  (B)  0.76  of  1  per  centum  of  the 
wages  (as  so  defined)  paid  after  December  31, 

1965,  and  so  reported,  which  shall  be  so  cer- 
tified by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare;  and 

"'(2)  (A)  0.45  of  1  per  centum  of  the 
amount  of  self -employment  income  (as  de- 
fined in  section  1402  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954)  reported  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  or  his  delegate  on  tax  returns  un- 
der subtitle  F  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  for  any  taxable  year  beginning  after 
December  31,  1964,  and  prior  to  January  1, 

1966,  which  self-employment  income  shall  be 
certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the  records 
of  self-employment  income  established  and 
maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  in  accordance  with  such 
returns;  and  (B)  0.57  of  1  per  centum  of  the 
self-employment  income  (as  so  defined)  re- 
ported to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his 
delegate  on  tax  returns  under  such  subtitle 
F  for  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  De- 
cember 31,  1965,  which  shall  be  so  certified  by 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare.' 

"(b)  (1)  The  heading  of  section  201  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read:  'fed- 
eral OLD-AGE  AND  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE  TRUST 
FUND,  FEDERAL  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST 
FUND,  AND  FEDERAL  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 
TRUST'. 

"(2)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  201  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  inserting  'and  the 
amounts  specified  in  clause  (1)  of  subsection 
(c)  of  this  section'  immediately  before  the 
semicolon  in  clause  (3)  thereof,  by  inserting 
'and  the  amount  specified  in  clause  (2)  of 
subsection  (c)  of  this  section'  immediately 
before  the  period  in  clause  (4)  thereof,  and 
by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof:  'The  amounts  appro- 
priated by  clauses  (3)  and  (4)  shall  be  trans- 
ferred from  time  to  time  from  the  general 
fund  In  the  Treasury  to  the  Federal  Old-Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  the 
amounts  appropriated  by  clauses  (1)  and  (2) 
of  subsection  (b)  shall  be  transferred  from 
time  to  time  from  the  general  fund  in  the 
Treasury  to  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  and  the  amounts  appropriated 
by  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  shall 
be  transferred  from  time  to  time  from  the 
general  fund  in  the  Treasury  to  the  Federal 
Hospital    Insurance     Trust    Fund,  such 


amounts  to  be  determined  on  the  basis  of 
estimates  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
of  the  taxes,  specified  in  clauses  (3)  and  (4) 
of  this  subsection,  paid  to  or  deposited  into 
the  Treasury;  and  proper  adjustment  shall 
be  made  in  amounts  subsequently  transferred 
to  the  extent  prior  estimates  were  in  excess  of 
or  were  less  than  the  taxes  specified  in  such 
clauses  (3)  and  (4)  of  this  subsection.' 

"(c)  The  first  sentence  of  the  subsection 
of  such  section  201  herein  redesignated  as 
subsection  (d)  is  amended  by  striking  out 
'and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ',  the 
Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and 
the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund". 

"(d)  Paragraph  (1)  of  the  subsection  of 
such  section  201  herein  redesignated  as  sub- 
section (h)  is  amended  by  striking  out  'titles 
II  and  VIII'  and  'this  title'  wherever  they 
appear  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'this  title 
XVIII*. 

"(e)  The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  (2)  of 
such  subsection  is  amended  by  striking  out 
'and  clause  (1)  of  subsection  (b)'  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  ',  clause  (1)  of  sub- 
section (b),  and  clause  (1)  of  subsection 
(c)*. 

"(f)  The  subsection  of  such  section  herein 
redesignated  as  subsection  (i)  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
sentence:  'Payments  required  to  be  made 
under  title  XVIII  shall  be  made  only  from 
the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund.' 

"(g)  Section  218(h)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'and  (b)(1)'  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ',  (b)(1),  and  (c) 
(I)'- 

"(h)  Section  221(e)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 
ed— 

"(A)  by  striking  out  'Trust  Funds'  wher- 
ever that  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of Trust  Funds  (except  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund) '; 

"(B)  by  striking  out  'subsection  (g)  of 
section  201'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
'subsection  (h)  of  section  201';  and 

"(C)  by  inserting  'under  this  title'  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof. 

"(i)  Section  1106(b)  of  such  Act  is  amend- 
ed by  striking  out  'and  the  Federal  Disabil- 
ity Insurance  Trust  Fund'  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ',  the  Federal  Disability  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund'. 

"Transitional  provision  for  eligibility  for 
presently  uninsured  Individuals 
"Sec  204.  (a)  Anyone  who — 
"(1)  has  attained  the  age  of  65, 
"(2)  (A)  attained  such  age  before  1968,  or 
(B)  has  not  less  than  3  quarters  of  coverage 
(as  defined  in  title  LI  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  or  section  3(1)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1937),  whenever  acquired,  for 
each  calendar  year  elapsing  after  1965  and 
before  the  year  in  which  he  attained  such 
age, 

"(3)  is  not,  and  upon  filing  application 
therefor  would  not  be,  entitled  to  monthly 
insurance  benefits  under  section  202  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  and  does  not  meet  the 
requirements  set  forth  in  subparagraph  (B) 
of  section  21(b)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1937,  and 

"(4)  has  filed  an  application  under  this 
section  at  such  time,  in  such  manner,  and 
in  accordance  with  such  other  requirements 
as  may  be  prescribed  in  regulations  of  the 
Secretary, 

shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  sec- 
tion) be  deemed,  solely  for  purposes  of  sec- 
tion 1805  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  to  be  en- 
titled to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under 
such  section  202  for  each  month,  beginning 
with  the  first  month  in  which  he  meets  the 
requirements  of  this  subsection  and  ending 
with  the  month  in  which  he  dies  or,  if 
earlier,  the  month  before  the  month  in  which 
he  becomes  entitled  to  monthly  insurance 
benefits  under  such  section  202  or  meets 


the  requirements  set  forth  In  subparagraph 
(B)  of  section  21(b)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1937. 

"(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall 
apply  only  in  the-case  of  an  individual  who — 

"(1)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States  (as 
defined  in  section  210  of  the  Social  Security 
Act) ,  and 

"(2)  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  or 
has  resided  in  the  United  States  (as  so  de- 
fined) continuously  for  not  less  than  10  years. 

"(c)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall 
not  apply  to  any  individual  who — 

"(1)  is  a  member  of  any  organization  re- 
ferred to  in  section  210(a)  (17)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act, 

"(2)  has  been  convicted  of  any  offense 
listed  in  section  202 (u)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act, 

"(3)  is  an  employee  of  the  United  States, 

or 

"(4)  is  eligible  for  the  benefits  of  the 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of 
1959  or  the  Retired  Federal  Employees  Health 
Benefits  Act. 

"(d)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  (established  by  section  201  of  the 
Social  Security  Act)  from  time  to  time  such 
sums  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary,  on 
account  of — 

"(a)  payments  made  from  such  Trust  Fund 
under  title  XVIII  of  such  Act  with  respect  to 
individuals  who  are  entitled  to  insurance 
benefits  under  such  title  solely  by  reason  of 
this  section, 

"(b)  the  additional  administrative  ex- 
penses resulting  therefrom,  and 

"(c)  any  loss  in  interest  to  such  Trust 
Fund  resulting  from  the  payment  of  such 
amounts, 

in  order  to  place  such  Trust  Fund  in  the 
same  position  in  which  it  would  have  been 
if  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section 
had  not  been  enacted. 

"Technical  Amendments 
"Suspension  in  case  of  aliens 

"Sec.  205.  (a)  Subsection  (t)  of  section  202 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"'(9)  No  payments  shall  be  made  under 
title  XVIII  with  respect  to  services  furnished 
to  an  individual  in  any  month  for  which  the 
prohibition  in  paragraph  (1)  against  pay- 
ment of  benefits  to  him  is  applicable  (or 
would  be  if  he  were  entitled  to  any  such 
benefits) .' 

"Persons  convicted  of  subversive  activities 
"(b)  Subsection  (u)   of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'and'  before  the 
phrase  'in  determining  the  amount  of  any 
such  benefit  payable  to  such  individual  for 
any  such  month,'  and  inserting  after  such 
phrase  'and  in  determining  whether  such  in- 
dividual is  entitled  to  insurance  benefits 
under  title  XVIII  for  any  such  month,'. 
"Advisory  Council  on  Social  Security 
Financing 

"(c)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  116  of 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1956  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'and  the  Federal 
Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund'  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ',  of  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and  of  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund'.  Such  sub- 
section is  further  amended  by  inserting  be- 
fore the  period  at  the  end  thereof  'and  the 
insurance  benefits  program  under  title  XVin 
of  the  Social  Security  Act'. 

"(2)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'and  the  Federal 
Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund'  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ',  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hos- 
pital Insurance  Trust  Fund'. 

"(3)  Subsection  (f)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ',  the  adequacy  of 
benefits  under  the  program,  and  all  other 
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aspects  of  the  program'  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  'and  the  Insurance  benefits  program 
under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
the  adequacy  of  benefits  under  the  programs, 
and  all  other  aspects  of  the  programs'. 
"Technical  amendment  to  Internal  Revenue 
Code 

"Sec.  206.  Section  3121  (1)  (6)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by 
striking  out  'and  the  Federal  Disability  In- 
surance Trust  Fund,'  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ',  the  Federal  Disibility  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,'.  The  amendment  made 
by  this  section  shall  be  effective  January  1, 
1966. 

"Part  B — Railroad  retirement  amendments 
"Hospital  Insurance  Benefits  for  the  Aged 
Under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 

"Sec.  210.  (a)  The  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
of  1937  is  amended  by  adding  after  section 
20  of  such  Act  the  following  new  section : 
"  'Hospital  insurance  benefits  for  the  aged 

"  'Sec.  21.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  subject  to  the  conditions  herein- 
after provided,  the  Board  shall  have  the  same 
authority  to  determine  the  rights  of  indi- 
viduals described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section  to  have  payments  made  on  their  be- 
half for  insurance  benefits  consisting  of  in- 
patient hospital  services,  skilled  nursing  fa- 
cility services,  home  health  services,  and 
outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services  within 
the  meaning  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act  as  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  has  under  such  title  XVIII 
with  respect  to  individuals  to  whom  such 
title  applies.  The  rights  of  individuals  de- 
scribed in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  to 
have  payment  made  on  their  behalf  for  the 
services  referred  to  in  the  next  preceding 
sentence  shall  be  the  same  as  those  of  indi- 
viduals to  whom  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  applies  and  this  section  shall  be 
administered  by  the  Board  as  if  the  provi- 
sions of  such  title  XVIII  were  applicable, 
references  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  were  to  the  Board,  refer- 
ences to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  were  to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
count, references  to  the  United  States  or  a 
State  included  Canada  or  a  subdivision 
thereof,  and  the  provisions  of  sections  1807 
and  1812  of  such  title  XVIII  were  not  in- 
cluded in  such  title.  For  purposes  of  section 
11,  a  determination  with  respect  to  the  rights 
of  an  individual  under  this  section  shall, 
except  in  the  case  of  a  provider  of  services,  be 
considered  to  be  a  decision  with  respect  to  an 
annuity. 

"  '(b)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
section,  every  individual  who — 

"'(A)  has  attained  age  sixty-five,  and 
"  '(B)  (i)  is  entitled  to  an  annuity,  or  (ii) 
would  be  entitled  to  an  annuity  had  he 
ceased  compensated  service  and,  in  the  case 
of  a  spouse,  had  such  spouse's  husband  or 
wife  ceased  compensated  service,  or  (iii) 
had  been  awarded  a  pension  under  section 
6,  or  (iv)  bears  a  relationship  to  an  employee 
which,  by  reason  of  section  3(e),  has  been, 
or  would  be,  taken  into  account  in  calculat- 
ing the  amount  of  an  annuity  of  such  em- 
ployee or  his  survivor, 

shall  be  entitled  to  have  payment  made  for 
the  services  referred  to  in  subsection  (a), 
and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  such 
subsection.  The  payments  for  services  herein 
provided  for  shall  be  made  from  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Account  (in  accordance  with, 
and  subject  to,  the  conditions  applicable 
under  section  10(b)  in  making  payment  of 
other  benefits)  to  the  hospital,  skilled  nurs- 
ing facility,  or  home  health  agency  providing 
such  services,  including  such  services  pro- 
vided in  Canada  to  individuals  to  whom  this 
subsection  applies  but  only  to  the  extent 


that  the  amount  of  payments  for  services 
otherwise  hereunder  provided  for  an  individ- 
ual exceeds  the  amount  payable  for  like 
services  provided  pursuant  to  the  law  In 
effect  in  the  place  in  Canada  where  such 
services  are  furnished. 

"  '(c)  No  individual  shall  be  entitled  to 
have  payment  made  for  the  same  services, 
which  are  provided  for  in  this  section,  un- 
der both  this  section  and  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act.  and  no  individual  shall 
be  entitled  to  have  payment  made  under 
both  this  section  and  such  title  XVIII  for 
more  than  the  number  of  days  of  inpatient 
hospital  services  determined  as  provided  in 
section  1804  of  such  Act  or  more  than  180 
days  of  skilled  nursing  facilities  services 
during  any  benefit  period,  or  more  than  two 
hundred  and  forty  visits  in  any  calendar 
year  in  which  home  health  services  are  fur- 
nished. In  any  case  in  which  an  individ- 
ual would,  but  for  the  preceding  sentence, 
be  entitled  to  have  payment  for  such  services 
made  under  both  this  section  and  such  title 
XVIII,  payment  for  such  services  to  which 
such  individual  is  entitled  shall  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  procedures  established 
pursuant  to  the  next  succeeding  sentence, 
upon  certification  by  the  Board  or  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare. It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Board  and 
such  Secretary  with  respect  to  such  cases 
Jointly  to  establish  procedures  designed  to 
minimize  duplications  of  requests  for  pay- 
ment for  services,  of  elections  for  purposes 
of  determining  the  number  of  days  of  in- 
patient hospital  services  for  which  payment 
may  be  made,  and  of  determinations  and  to 
assign  administrative  functions  between 
them  so  as  to  promote  the  greatest  facility, 
efficiency,  and  consistency  of  administration 
of  this  section  and  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act;  and,  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  subsection  to  assure  that  the  rights 
of  individuals  under  this  section  or  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  shall  not 
be  impaired  or  diminished  by  reason  of  the 
administration  of  this  section  and  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  The  pro- 
cedures so  established  may  be  included  in 
regulations  issued  by  the  Board  and  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  implement  this  section  and  such  title 
XVIII,  respectively. 

"'(d)  Any  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
pursuant  to  title  XVni  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  shall  be  entered  into  on  behalf  of  both 
such  Secretary  and  the  Board.  The  preceding 
sentence  shall  not  be  construed  to  limit  the 
authority  of  the  Board  to  enter  on  its  own 
behalf  into  any  such  agreement  relating  to 
services  provided  in  Canada  or  in  any  facility 
devoted  primarily  to  railroad  employees. 

"'(e)(1)  A  request  for  payment  for  serv- 
ices filed  under  this  section  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  a  request  for  payment  for  services  filed 
as  of  the  same  time  under  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  and  a  request  for  pay- 
ment for  services  filed  under  such  title  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  a  request  for  payment  for 
services  filed  as  of  the  same  time  under 
this  section. 

"  '(2)  An  election  filed  under  this  section 
for  purposes  of  determining  the  number  of 
days  of  inpatient  hospital  services  for  which 
payment  may  be  made,  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 1804(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  shall 
be  deemed  an  election  filed  as  of  the  same 
time  under  section  1804(c)  of  such  Act,  and 
such  an  election  filed  under  such  section 
1804(c)  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  filed 
at  the  same  time  under  this  section. 

"'(f)  The  Board  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  shall  furnish 
each  other  with  such  information,  records, 
and  documents  as  may  be  considered  neces- 
sary to  the  administration  of  this  section  or 
title  XVHI  of  the  Social  Security  Act.' 


"Amendment  preserving  relationship  between 
railroad  retirement  and  old-age,  survivors, 
disability,  and  hospital  insurance  systems 
"(b)  Section    (l)(q)    of    such    Act  is 

amended  by  striking  out  '1961'  and  inserting 

in  lieu  thereof  '1964'. 

"Financial  interchange  between  railroad  re- 
tirement account  and  Federal  hospital 
insurance  trust  fund 

"(c)(1)  Section  5(k)  (2)  of  such  Act  is 
amended — 

"(A)  by  striking  out  subparagraphs  (A) 
and  (B)  and  redesignating  subparagraphs 
(C),  (D),  and  (E)  as  subparagraphs  (A), 
(B),  and  (C),  respectively; 

"(B)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence 
and  the  last  sentence  of  the  subparagraph 
redesignated  as  subparagraph  (A)  by  sub- 
paragraph (A)  of  this  paragraph; 

"(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  sub- 
paragraph redesignated  as  subparagraph  (A) 
by  subparagraph  (A)  of  this  paragraph  the 
following  new  subdivision: 

"  '(iii)  At  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing June  30,  1966,  and  each  fiscal  year  there- 
after, the  Board  and  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  shall  determine  the 
amount,  if  any,  which,  if  added  to  or  sub- 
tracted from  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  would  place  such  fund  in  the 
same  position  in  which  it  would  have  been  if 
service  as  an  employee  after  December  31, 
1936,  had  been  included  in  the  term  "employ- 
ment" as  defined  in  the  Social  Security  Act 
and  in  the  Federal  Employment  Contribu- 
tions Act.  Such  determination  shall  be 
made  no  later  than  June  15  following  the 
close  of  the  fiscal  year.  If  such  amount  is 
to  be  added  to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund  the  Board  shall,  within  ten 
days  after  the  determination,  certify  such 
amount  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for 
transfer  from  the  Retirement  Account  to  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund;  if 
such  amount  is  to  be  subtracted  from  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
shall,  within  ten  days  after  the  determina- 
tion, certify  such  amount  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  for  transfer  from  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  to  the  Re- 
tirement Account.  The  amount  so  certi- 
fied shall  further  include  interest  (at  the  rate 
determined  under  subparagraph  (B)  for  the 
fiscal  year  under  consideration)  payable  from 
the  close  of  such  fiscal  year  until  the  date 
of  certification.'; 

"(D)  by  striking  out  'subparagraph  (B) 
and  (C)'  where  it  appears  in  the  subpara- 
graph redesignated  as  subparagraph  (B)  by 
subparagraph  (A)  of  this  paragraph  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  'subparagraph  (A)'; 
and 

"(E)  by  amending  the  subparagraph  re- 
designated as  subparagraph  (C)  by  subpara- 
graph (A)  of  this  paragraph  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"  '(C)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  au- 
thorized and  directed  to  transfer  to  the  Fed- 
eral Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  or  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  from  the  Retirement  Account  or 
to  the  Retirement  Account  from  the  Federal 
Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  or  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  as  the  case  may  be,  such 
amounts  as,  from  time  to  time,  may  be  deter- 
mined by  the  Board  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A),  and 
certified  by  the  Board  or  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  transfer 
from  the  Retirement  Account  or  from  the 
Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
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Trust  Fund,  or  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund.' 

"(2)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraph 
( 1 )  of  this  subsection  shall  be  effective  Janu- 
ary 1.  1966.  Such  amendments  and  the 
amendments  made  by  section  202(a)  shall 
not  be  construed  to  increase  or  diminish  the 
sums  to  be  transferred,  under  the  provisions 
of  section  5(k)  (2)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  before  their  amendment  by  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection,  between  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Account  and  the  Fed- 
eral Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  or  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund. 

"Part  C — Miscellaneous  provisions 
"Studies  and  recommendations 

"Sec.  220.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  shall  carry  on  studies  and 
develop  recommendations  to  be  submitted 
from  time  to  time  to  the  Congress  relating 
to  (1)  the  adequacy  of  existing  facilities  for 
health  care  for  purposes  of  the  program 
established  by  this  Act;  (2)  methods  for  en- 
couraging the  further  development  of  effi- 
cient and  economical  forms  of  health  care 
which  are  a  constructive  alternative  to  in- 
patient hospital  care;  (3)  the  feasibility  of 
providing  additional  types  of  health  insur- 
ance benefits  within  the  financial  resources 
provided  by  this  Act;  and  (4)  the  effects  of 
the  deductibles  upon  beneficiaries,  hospitals, 
and  the  financing  of  the  program." 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  "An  Act  to 
provide  hospital  insurance,  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  that  System,  to  provide  child's  in- 
surance benefits  beyond  age  18  while  in  high 
school,  to  provide  widow's  benefits  at  age 
60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits 
for  certain  individuals  not  otherwise  eligible 
at  age  72,  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the 
Trust  Funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for 
other  purposes." 

The  explanation  presented  by  Mr. 
Gore  is  as  follows: 

Gore  Amendment 
increase  in  benefits 

The  House-passed  bill  provides  for  a  5-per- 
cent increase  in  social  security  benefits  and 
the  Long  amendment  would  raise  this  in- 
crease to  7  percent.  The  effect  of  this  change 
would  be  to  provide  an  average  increase  in 
old  age  benefits  under  the  Long  amendment 
of  about  $5y2  a  month,  being  as  little  as 
$2.80  at  the  minimum  for  those  who  apply 
at  age  65  or  later,  and  a  little  under  $9  at  the 
maximum.  This  amendment  would  raise 
benefits  for  all  old-age  beneficiaries  by  $7  a 
month,  $lJ/2  more  on  the  average  than  the 
Long  amendment  would. 

In  addition,  the  maximum  benefits  pay- 
able would  be  increased  by  raising  the  earn- 
ings base  from  $5,400  to  $5,600.  The  new 
maximum  payment  to  a  retired  worker  would 
be  $148  a  month  as  opposed  to  $143  in  the 
House-passed  bill  and  $145.90  under  the 
Long  amendment.  This  provision  for  a 
higher  base  would  also  help  to  finance  the 
proposed  amendment. 

PERSONS  ENTITLED  TO  BENEFITS 

Protection  would  be  provided  beginning 
July  1.  1965  (January  1,  1966  for  skilled 
nursing  home  benefits) ,  against  the  cost  of 
inpatient  hospital,  outpatient  hospital  diag- 
nostic, skilled  nursing  home,  and  home 
health  services  for  people  age  65  and  over 
who  are  entitled  to  monthly  benefits  under 
the  old-age  and  survivors  insurance  pro- 
gram or  under  the  railroad  retirement  sys- 
tem. The  number  of  people  past  65  who 
would  be  included  in  this  way  is  estimated  at 
16%  million  as  of  July  1,  1965. 

In  addition,  the  bill  would  make  it  pos- 
sible for  essentially  all  people  who  are  now 
65  and  over,  or  who  will  reach  65  in  the  next 
few  years  but  who  are  not  eligible  for  social 
security  or  railroad  retirement  benefits,  to 
have  the  same  protection.    (This  provision 


would  not  apply  to  aliens  with  relatively 
short  residence  in  the  United  States  or  to 
active  or  retired  Federal  employees  who  al- 
ready have  the  opportunity  for  protection 
under  their  own  health  insurance  plans.) 
The  cost  of  this  provision  would  be  met  from 
general  revenues.  Men  and  women  who  will 
reach  age  65  before  1968  and  who  do  not  meet 
the  regular  insured  status  requirements  of 
the  social  security  system  would  be  deemed 
insured  for  the  hospital  and  related  bene- 
fits. Uninsured  people  who  reach  age  65 
after  1967  would  need,  to  be  insured  for  these 
benefits,  three  quarters  of  coverage  for  each 
year  elapsing  after  1965  and  before  age  65. 
The  provisions  would  not  apply  to  women 
who  reach  age  65  in  1972  (or  later)  and  men 
who  reach  age  65  in  1974  (or  later)  since  in 
those  years  the  number  of  quarters  that 
would  be  required  to  qualify  for  hospital 
benefits  would  be  the  same  as,  or  greater 
than,  the  number  required  for  social  security 
cash  benefits.  About  1%  million  persons 
would  be  covered  in  this  way  as  of  July  1, 
1965. 

SCOPE  AND  DURATION  OF  BENEFITS  PROVIDED 

The  services  for  which  payment  would  be 
made  under  the  bill  include : 

1.  Inpatient  hospital  services  for  up  to 
either  45  days  with  no  deductible,  90  days 
with  a  deductible  amount  of  $10  a  day  for 
the  first  9  days  (with  a  minimum  of  $20),  or 
180  days  with  a  deductible  amount  equal  to 
the  average  cost  of  2y2  days  of  hospital  care, 
as  elected  by  the  beneficiary  (failure  to  spe- 
cifically elect  the  45-day  option  or  the  180- 
day  option  would  be  deemed  an  election  of 
the  90-day  option);  hospital  services  would 
include  all  those  customarily  furnished  by 
a  hospital  for  its  inpatients;  payment  would 
not  be  made  for  the  hospital  services  of  phy- 
sicians except  those  in  the  fields  of  pa- 
thology, radiology,  physical  medicine,  and  an- 
esthesiology provided  by  or  under  arrange- 
ments made  by  the  hospital,  or  services  pro- 
vided by  an  intern  or  resident  in  training 
under  an  approved  teaching  program; 

2.  Skilled  nursing  home  services  furnished 
in  nursing  facilities  that  are  affiliated  with 
hospitals,  after  the  patient  is  transferred 
from  a  hospital,  for  up  to  60  days; 

3.  Outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services, 
as  required,  subject  to  a  $20  deductible 
amount  for  diagnostic  services  furnished 
within  a  30-day  period;  and 

4.  Home  health  services  for  up  to  240  visits 
during  a  calendar  year  for  a  person  in  the 
care  of  a  physician  and  under  a  plan  estab- 
lished by  a  physician  for  the  use  of  such 
services;  these  services  would  include  inter- 
mittent nursing  care,  therapy,  and  the  part- 
time  services  of  a  home  health  aid. 

No  service  would  be  covered  as  a  nursing 
home,  outpatient  diagnostic,  or  home  health 
service  if  it  could  not  be  covered  as  an  in- 
patient hospital  service. 

An  individual  would  be  eligible  for  the 
number  of  days  of  hospital  care  provided 
under  the  option  he  elects  and  180  days  of 
skilled  nursing  facility  services  in  each  bene- 
fit period.  A  new  benefit  period  could  not 
begin  until  90  days  had  elapsed  in  which 
the  patient  was  neither  in  a  hospital  nor 
in  a  skilled  nursing  facility.  The  90  days 
need  not  be  consecutive,  but  they  must  fall 
within  a  period  of  not  more  than  180  con- 
secutive days. 

The  Secretary  would  be  required  to  study, 
after  consultation  with  appropriate  profes- 
sional organizations,  ways  of  increasing  the 
availability  of  skilled  nursing  facility  care. 
On  the  basis  of  such  study,  the  Secretary 
may  authorize  the  participation  of  facilities 
which,  though  not  affiliated  with  hospitals, 
operate  under  conditions  assuring  the  provi- 
sion of  a  good  quality  of  care,  provided 
such  action  does  not  create  (or  increase  an 
actuarial  imbalance  in  the  trust  fund. 

Automatically  adjusted  cost  sharing:  To 
maintain  the  hospital  insurance  program  on 


an  actuarially  sound  basis,  the  amendment 
provides  in  the  future  but  not  before  1969, 
for  the  possibility  of  cost  sharing  by  the 
patient  (in  addition  to  the  amount  of  the 
deductible  under  the  90-day  plan).  This 
cost  sharing  feature  would  provide  a  safe- 
guard both  against  the  earnings  base  not 
being  kept  up-to-date  with  rising  earnings 
and  against  hospitalization  costs  rising  more 
rapidly  than  wages.  In  either  of  these  events 
hospital  costs  would  probably  increase  faster 
than  the  earnings  base  and  the  cost-sharing 
provision  would  become  operative. 

It  is  expected  that  the  social  security  earn- 
ings base  will  be  increased  periodically  in 
line  with  increased  earnings  (as  occurred  in 
1950,  1954,  1958,  and  would  occur  again  un- 
der the  bill),  in  the  process  of  keeping  cash 
benefits  in  line  with  higher  prices  and  earn- 
ings. Furthermore,  hospital  costs  may  rise 
more  than  other  prices  but  cannot  rise  much 
more  than  earnings  without  hospitals  pricing 
themselves  out  of  the  market.  If  the  ex- 
pected Increase  in  earnings  and  adjustment 
in  the  earnings  base  occur,  the  resulting  in- 
creased income  to  the  hospital  insurance  sys- 
tem will  go  toward  meeting  higher  hospital 
costs.  If  covered  earnings  do  not  keep  up 
with  the  rise  in  hospital  costs,  the  difference 
would  be  covered  by  beneficiary  cost  sharing 
of  so  many  dollars  per  day  of  hospital  care. 
That  is,  if  in  1969  hospital  costs  have  risen 
$2  a  day  but  the  social  security  earnings  base 
is  not  adjusted,  the  beneficiary  would  pay 
the  $2". 

FREE  CHOICE  OF  PHYSICIAN  AND  HOSPITAL 

Under  the  bill,  no  change  would  be  made 
in  the  freedom  of  choice  of  physician  and 
hospital.  No  service  performed  by  any  physi- 
cian at  either  home  or  office,  and  no  fee  he 
charges  for  such  services,  would  be  involved 
or  affected.  No  supervision  or  control  over 
the  practice  of  medicine  by  any  physician 
or  over  the  manner  in  which  services  are  pro- 
vided by  any  hospital  Is  permitted. 

BASIS    OF  REIMBURSEMENT 

Payment  of  bills  for  hospital  and  related 
services  would  be  made  in  generally  the  same 
manner  as  is  now  customary  in  Blue  Cross 
plans.  Payments  to  the  providers  of  service 
would  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  reasonable 
cost  incurred  in  providing  care  for  benefici- 
aries. A  provider  of  services  could  not  charge 
the  beneficiary  for  services  which  would  be 
covered  under  the  program,  except,  of  course, 
that  the  provider  could  charge  the  patient 
the  deductible  amounts  and  extra  charges  for 
a  private  room,  unless  medically  necessary, 
or  private  duty  nursing. 

ADMINISTRATION 

Responsibility  for  administration  of  the 
program  (except  for  railroad  retirement  an- 
nuitants and  pensioners)  would  rest  with 
the  Secretary.  Considerable  reliance  would 
be  placed  upon  the  States  to  assure  that 
local  conditions  would  be  taken  into  ac- 
count. The  Secretary  would  consult  with 
appropriate  State  agencies  and  recognized 
national  accrediting  bodies  in  formulating 
the  conditions  of  participation  for  providers 
of  service.  Provision  would  be  made  for 
the  establishment  of  an  Advisory  Council 
which  would  advise  the  Secretary  on  policy 
matters  in  connection  with  administration. 
In  order  to  be  eligible  to  participate  in  the 
program,  providers  of  service  would  have  to 
meet  specified  conditions  to  assure  the  health 
and  safety  of  the  beneficiaries,  but  these 
conditions  for  hospitals  could  not  be  more 
strict  than  those  required  for  accreditation 
by  the  Joint  Commission  on  Accreditation 
of  Hospitals.  Accreditation  by  the  joint 
commission  would  be  accepted  as  meeting 
all  requirements  for  hospital  participation 
save  the  requirement  that  it  have  a  utiliza- 
tion review  plan. 

PARTICIPATION    OF    PRIVATE  ORGANIZATIONS 

Any  group  of  hospitals — or  group  of  other 
providers  of  covered  services — could  desig- 
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nate  a  private  organization  of  their  own 
choice,  such  as  Blue  Cross,  to  receive  bills  for 
services  and  to  pay  these  bills  for  whichever 
of  their  members  prefer  such  an  arrange- 
ment. The  Secretary  would  be  able  to  dele- 
gate certain  administrative  functions  of  the 
program  to  such  designated  organizations. 
These  administrative  functions  could  in- 
clude reviewing  hospital  fiscal  records  as  a 
part  of  the  determination  of  the  cost  of 
services,  and  acting  as  a  center  for  communi- 
cating and  interpreting  payment  procedures 
to  hospitals. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INSURANCE 

The  Secretary  would  be  required  to  con- 
sult with  and  furnish  assistance  to  providers, 
insurance  carriers  and  public  and  private 
welfare  organizations  in  order  to  encourage 
and  help  them  to  develop  and  make  generally 
available  to  the  aged  supplementary  insur- 
ance protection. 

Financing:  To  finance  the  increased  cost 
of  the  amendment  over  the  House-passed 
social  security  bill,  a  higher  contribution 
schedule  than  in  the  House  bill  would  be  pro- 
vided, as  follows: 


[In  percent] 


Employee  contribution  rate 

Calendar  years 

Amend- 

Present 

House 

law 

bill 

ment 

1965  

3.625 

3.8 

4.  25 

1966-67  - 

4. 125 

4.0 

4.5 

1968-70   - 

4.625 

4.5 

5.0 

1971  and  thereafter  

4.625 

4.8 

5.2 

Actuarial  estimates  of  cost  made  in  con- 
nection with  the  House-passed  bill  were 
based  on  1963  earnings;  but  fiscal  year  1964 
has  ended  and  more  current  data  are  now 
available  for  the  estimation  of  program  costs. 
The  higher  earnings  experience  of  the  1964 
fiscal  year  over  the  1963  calendar  year  indi- 
cates a  reduction  of  the  cost  of  the  social 
security  system  of  0.04  percent  of  payroll 
below  that  previously  estimated.  The  over- 
all effect  of  the  amendment,  considering  the 
additional  benefits,  the  financing  provisions, 
and  the  savings  due  to  higher  earnings  would 
be  to  leave  the  estimated  actuarial  imbal- 
ance of  the  system  as  a  whole  at  0.30  percent 
of  payroll,  the  same  as  has  long  been  consid- 
ered acceptable  by  the  Congress,  and  was  the 
state  of  the  funds  when  the  1960  and  1961 
social  security  amendments  were  enacted. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  for  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry? 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1256 

Mr.  GORE.  Not  yet.  I  now  send  to 
the  desk,  and  ask  that  it  be  stated,  an- 
other amendment.  This  amendment  is 
that  portion  of  No.  1253  which  deals  with 
hospitalization  benefits.  I  now  offer  this 
amendment  as  a  perfecting  amendment 
to  the  Long  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Is  that  one 
amendment  or  a  series  of  amendments? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  shall  send  the  amend- 
ment to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

Strike  out  section  19  of  the  amendment 
and  the  entitlement  thereof  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"Health  Care  Insurance  for  the  Aged 

"Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
'Hospital  Insurance  Act  of  1964'. 


"Part  A — Hospital  Insurance  Benefits  for  the 
Aged 

"Findings  and  Declaration  of  Purpose 

"Sec.  201.  (a)  The  Congress  hereby  finds 
that  ( 1 )  the  heavy  costs  of  hospital  care  and 
related  health  care  are  a  grave  threat  to  the 
security  of  aged  individuals,  (2)  most  of 
them  are  not  able  to  qualify  for  and  to  afford 
private  insurance  adequately  protecting  them 
against  such  costs,  (3)  many  of  them  are 
accordingly  forced  to  apply  for  private  or 
public  aid,  accentuating  the  financial  diffi- 
culties of  hospitals  and  private  or  public 
welfare  agencies  and  the  burdens  on  the 
general  revenues,  and  (4)  it  is  in  the  inter- 
est of  the  general  welfare  for  financial  bur- 
dens resulting  from  hospital  services  and  re- 
lated services  required  by  these  individuals 
to  be  met  primarily  through  social  insurance. 

"(b)  The  purposes  of  this  Act  are  (1)  to 
provide  aged  individuals  entitled  to  benefits 
under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  disability 
insurance  system  or  the  railroad  retirement 
system  with  basic  protection  against  the 
costs  of  inpatient  hospital  services,  and  to 
provide,  in  addition,  as  an  alternative  to  in- 
patient hospital  care,  protection  against  the 
costs  of  certain  skilled  nursing  facility  serv- 
ices, home  health  services,  and  outpatient 
hospital  diagnostic  services;  to  utilize  social 
insurance  for  financing  the  protection  so  pro- 
vided; to  encourage,  and  make  it  possible  for, 
such  individuals  to  purchase  protection 
against  other  health  costs  by  providing  in 
such  basic  social  insurance  protection  a  set 
of  benefits  which  can  easily  be  supplemented 
by  a  State,  private  insurance,  or  other  meth- 
ods; to  assure  adequate  and  prompt  payment 
on  behalf  of  these  individuals  to  the  provid- 
ers of  these  services;  and  to  do  these  things 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  dignity  and 
self-respect  of  each  individual,  without  in- 
terfering in  any  way  with  the  free  choice  of 
physicians  or  other  health  personnel  or  facil- 
ities by  the  individual,  and  without  the  ex- 
ercise of  any  Federal  supervision  or  control 
over  the  practice  of  medicine  by  any  doctor  or 
over  the  manner  in  which  medical  services 
are  provided  by  any  hospital;  and  (2)  to  pro- 
vide such  basic  protection,  financed  from 
general  revenues,  to  those  persons  who  are 
now  age  65  or  over  who  will  reach  age  65 
within  the  next  several  years  and  who  are  not 
eligible  for  benefits  under  the  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  or  railroad 
retirement  systems. 

"(c)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy 
of  the  Congress  that  skilled  nursing  facility 
services  for  which  payment  may  be  made 
under  this  Act  shall  be  utilized  in  lieu  of 
inpatient  hospital  services  where  skilled 
nursing  facility  services  would  suffice  in 
meeting  the  medical  needs  of  the  patient, 
and  that  home  health  services  for  which  pay- 
ment may  be  made  under  this  Act  shall  be 
utilized  in  lieu  of  inpatient  hospital  or  skilled 
nursing  facility  services  where  home  health 
services  would  suffice. 

"(d)  It  is  further  declared  to  be  the  policy 
of  the  Congress  that  no  individual  who  re- 
ceives aid  or  assistance  (including  medical 
or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care)  under  a 
State  plan  approved  under  I,  IV,  X,  XIV,  or 
XVI  of  the  Social  Security  Act  shall  receive 
less  benefits  or  be  otherwise  disadvantaged 
by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 
"Part  A — Hospital  insurance  benefits  for  the 
aged 
"Benefits 

"Sec.  202.  The  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  after  title  XVII  the  fol- 
lowing new  title: 

"  'TITLE   XVIII  HOSPITAL    INSURANCE  BENEFITS 

FOR  THE  AGED 

"  'Prohibition  Against  Any  Federal  Interfer- 
ence 

'"Sec.  1801.  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  be 
construed  to  authorize  any  Federal  officer 


or  employee  to  exercise  any  supervision  or 
control  over  the  practice  of  medicine  or  the 
manner  in  which  medical  services  are  pro- 
vided, or  over  the  selection,  tenure,  or  com- 
pensation of  any  officer  or  employee  of  any 
hospital,  skilled  nursing  facility,  or  home 
health  agency;  or  to  exercise  any  supervi- 
sion or  control  over  the  administration  or 
operation  of  any  such  hospital,  facility,  or 
agency. 

"  'Free  Choice  by  Patient  Guaranteed 
"  'Sec.  1802.  Any  individual  entitled  to  have 
payment  made  under  this  title  for  services 
furnished  him  may  obtain  inpatient  hospi- 
tal services,  skilled  nursing  facility  services, 
home  health  services,  or  outpatient  hospital 
diagnostic  services  from  any  provider  of  serv- 
ices with  which  an  agreement  is  in  effect  un- 
der this  title  and  which  undertakes  to  pro- 
vide him  such  services. 

"  'Description  of  Services 
"  'Sec.  1803.  For  purposes  of  this  title — 
"  'Inpatient  hospital  services 

"  '(a)  The  term  "inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices" means  the  following  items  and  services 
furnished  to  an  inpatient  in  a  hospital  and 
(except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3) )  by  the 
hospital — 

"'(•1)  bed  and  board, 

"  '(2)  such  nursing  services  and  other  re- 
lated services,  such  use  of  hospital  facilities, 
and  such  medical  social  services  as  are  cus- 
tomarily furnished  by  the  hospital  for  the 
care  and  treatment  of  inpatients,  and  such 
drugs,  biologicals,  supplies,  appliances,  and 
customarily  furnished  by  such  hospital  for 
equipment,  for  use  in  the  hospital,  as  are 
customarily  furnished  by  such  hospital  for 
the  care  and  treatment  of  inpatients,  and 

"'(3)  such  other  diagnostic  or  therapeu- 
tic items  or  services,  furnished  by  the  hos- 
pital or  by  others  under  arrangements  with 
them  made  by  the  hospital,  as  are  custom- 
arily furnished  to  inpatients  either  by  such 
hospital  or  by  others  under  such  arrange- 
ments; 

excluding,  however — 

"'(4)  medical  or  surgical  services  provid- 
ed by  a  physician,  resident,  or  intern,  except 
services  provided  in  the  field  of  pathology, 
radiology,  physiatry,  or  anesthesiology,  and 
except  services  provided  in  the  hospital  by 
an  intern  or  a  resident-in-training  under  a 
teaching  program  approved  by  the  Council 
on  Medical  Education  and  Hospitals  of  the 
American  Medical  Association  (or,  in  the  case 
of  an  osteopathic  hospital,  approved  by  a 
recognized  body  approved  for  the  purpose  by 
the  Secretary),  and 

"  '(5)  the  services  of  a  private-duty  nurse. 

"  'Skilled  nursing  facility  services 
"  '(b)  The  term  "skilled  nursing  facility 
services"  means  the  following  items  and 
services  furnished  to  an  inpatient  in  a 
skilled  nursing  facility,  after  transfer  from  a 
hospital  in  which  he  was  an  inpatient,  and 
(except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3)  )  by 
such  skilled  nursing  facility — 

"'(1)  nursing  care  provided  by  or  under 
the  supervision  of  a  registered  professional 
nurse, 

"'(2)  bed  and  board  in  connection  with 
the  furnishing  of  such  nursing  care, 

"'(3)  physical,  occupational,  or  speech 
therapy  furnished  by  the  skilled  nursing 
facility  or  by  others  under  arrangements 
with  them  made  by  the  facility, 

"'(4)  medical  social  services, 

"  '(5)  such  drugs,  biologicals,  supplies,  ap- 
pliances, and  equipment,  furnished  for  use 
in  the  skilled  nursing  facility,  as  are  cus- 
tomarily furnished  by  such  facility  for  the 
care  and  treatment  of  Inpatients, 

"'(6)  medical  services  provided  by  an  in- 
tern or  resident-in-training  of  the  hospital, 
with  which  the  facility  is  affiliated  or  under 
common  control,  under  a  teaching  program 
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of  such  hospital  approved  as  provided  In 
subsection  (a)  (4) ,  and 

"  '(7)  such  other  services  necessary  to  the 
health  of  the  patients  as  are  generally  pro- 
vided by  skilled  nursing  facilities; 
excluding,  however,  any  item  or  service  if 
it  would  not  be  included  under  subsection 
(a)  if  furnished  to  an  inpatient  in  a  hos- 
pital. 

"  'Home  health  services 

"'(c)  The  term  "home  health  services" 
means  the  following  items  and  services  fur- 
nished to  an  individual,  who  is  under  the 
care  of  a  physician,  by  a  home  health  agency 
or  by  others  under  arrangements  with  them 
made  by  such  agency,  under  a  plan  (for 
furnishing  such  items  and  services  to  such 
individual)  established  and  periodically  re- 
viewed by  a  physician,  which  items  and 
services  are  provided  in  a  place  of  residence 
used  as  such  individual's  home — ■ 

"  '  ( 1 )  part-time  or  intermittent  nursing 
care  provided  by  or  under  the  supervision  of 
a  registered  professional  nurse, 

"'(2)  physical,  occupational,  or  speech 
therapy, 

"'(3)  medical  social  services, 

"'(4)  to  the  extent  permitted  in  regula- 
tions, part-time  or  intermittent  services  of 
a  home  health  aid, 

"'(5)  medical  supplies  (other  than  drugs 
and  biologicals) ,  and  the  use  of  medical  ap- 
pliances, while  under  such  a  plan,  and 

"  '(6)  in  the  case  of  a  home  health  agency 
which  is  affiliated  or  under  common  control 
with  a  hospital,  medical  services  provided  by 
an  intern  or  resident-in-training  of  such 
hospital,  under  a  teaching  program  of  such 
hospital  approved  as  provided  in  subsection 
(a)(4); 

excluding,  however,  any  item  or  service  if 
it  would  not  be  included  under  subsection 
(a)  if  furnished  to  an  inpatient  in  a  hos- 
pital. 

"  'Outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services 
"'(d)  The  term  "outpatient  hospital  di- 
agnostic  services"   means  diagnostic  serv- 
ices— 

"  '  ( 1 )  which  are  furnished  to  an  individual 
as  an  outpatient  by  a  hospital  or  by  others 
under  arrangements  with  them  made  by  a 
hospital,  and 

"'(2)  which  are  customarily  furnished  by 
such  hospital  (or  by  others  under  such  ar- 
rangements) to  its  outpatients  for  the  pur- 
pose of  diagnostic  study; 
excluding,  however — 

"'(3)  any  item  or  service  if  it  would  not 
be  included  under  subsection  (a)  if  furnished 
to  an  inpatient  in  a  hospital;  and 

"'(4)  any  services  furnished  under  such 
arrangements  unless  (A)  furnished  in  the 
hospital  or  in  other  facilities  operated  by 
or  under  the  supervision  of  the  hospital,  and 
(B)  in  the  case  of  professional  services, 
furnished  by  or  under  the  responsibility  of 
members  of  the  hospital  medical  staff  acting 
as  such  members. 

"  'Drugs  and  biologicals 

"  '(e)  The  term  "drugs"  and  the  term  "bio- 
logicals", except  for  purposes  of  subsection 
(c)(5)  of  this  section,  include  only  such 
drugs  and  biologicals,  respectively,  as  are 
included  in  the  United  States  Pharma- 
copoeia, National  Formulary,  New  and  Non- 
Official  Drugs,  or  Accepted  Dental  Remedies, 
or  are  approved  by  the  pharmacy  and  drug 
therapeutics  committee  (or  equivalent  com- 
mittee) of  the  medical  staff  of  the  hospital 
furnishing  such  drugs  or  biologicals  (or  of 
the  hospital  with  which  the  skilled  nursing 
facility  furnishing  such  drugs  or  biologicals 
is  affiliated  or  is  under  common  control). 

"  'Arrangements  for  certain  services 
"'(f)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term 
"arrangements"  is  limited  to  arrangements 
under  which  receipt  of  payment  by  the  hos- 
pital, skilled  nursing  facility,  or  home  health 


agency  (whether  in  its  own  right  or  as 
agent) ,  as  the  case  may  be,  with  respect  to 
services  for  which  an  individual  is  entitled 
to  have  payment  made  under  this  title,  dis- 
charges the  liability  of  such  individual  or 
any  other  person  to  pay  for  the  services. 
"  'Deductible;  Duration  of  Services 
"  'Deductible 

"'Sec.  1804.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (c) ,  payment  for  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  furnished  an  individual  dur- 
ing any  benefit  period  shall  be  reduced  by  a 
deduction  equal  to  $20,  or  if  greater,  $10 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  days,  not  ex- 
ceeding nine,  for  which  he  received  such 
services  in  such  period. 

"'(2)  Payment  for  outpatient  hospital 
diagnostic  services  furnished  an  individual 
during  any  thirty-day  period  shall  be  re- 
duced by  a  deduction  equal  to  $20.  For  pur- 
poses of  the  preceding  sentence,  a  thirty-day 
period  for  any  individual  is  a  period  of  thirty 
consecutive  days  beginning  with  the  first 
day  (not  including  in  a  previous  such  period) 
on  which  he  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  this 
title  and  on  which  outpatient  hospital  diag- 
nostic services  are  furnished  him. 

"  'Cost  sharing 
"  '  (3)  (A)  For  the  purpose  of  maintaining 
the  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  on  an 
actuarially  sound  basis  if  the  average  per 
diem  cost  of  inpatient  hospital  services  in- 
creases and  the  maximum  amount  of  earn- 
ings on  which  contributions  to  such  trust 
fund  are  based  is  not  increased  proportion- 
ately, payment  for  inpatient  hospital  services 
furnished  an  individual  after  December  31, 
1968,  during  a  benefit  period  shall  be  reduced 
by  a  deduction  (in  addition,  in  the  case  of 
an  individual  who  has  not  made  an  election 
pursuant  to  subsection  (c),  to  the  deduction 
imposed  pursuant  to  subsection  (a) )  equal 
to  the  applicable  average  per  diem  rate  dif- 
ferential determined  under  paragraph  (2), 
multiplied  by  the  number  of  days  of  such 
services  in  such1  period  for  which  payment 
may  be  made  under  this  title. 

"  "(2)  The  Secretary  shall,  between  July  1 
and  October  1  of  the  year  1968  and  each 
even-numbered  year  thereafter,  promulgate 
the  average  per  diem  rate  differential  which 
shall  be  applicable  for  the  purposes  of  para- 
graph (1)  in  the  case  of  days  of  inpatient 
hospital  services  furnished  during  the  two 
succeeding  calendar  years.  Such  differential 
shall  be  the  amount  determined — 

'"(A)  by  multiplying  (i)  $36  (the  esti- 
mated average  per  diem  rate  for  inpatient 
hospital  services  for  1964  and  1965)  by  (ii) 
the  ratio  of 

"'(I)  the  maximum  on  the  amount  of 
remuneration  paid  during  such  two  succeed- 
ing calendar  years  which  may,  under  sec- 
tion 3121(a)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954,  be  counted  as  wages  for  purposes  of 
chapter  21  of  such  Code  (or,  if  there  is  a 
different  maximum  for  each  of  such  two 
years,  the  average  of  such  maxima),  to 
"  '(II)  $5,600,  and 

"'(B)  by  subtracting  the  product  derived 
thereby  from  the  current  average  per  diem 
rate  for  inpatient  hospital  services; 
except  that  if  the  result  obtained  under 
clauses  (A)  and  (B)  is  not  a  multiple  of  $2, 
it  shall — 

"  '(C)  if  it  is  a  multiple  of  $1,  be  raised  to 
the  next  higher  multiple  of  $2,  or 

"  '(D)  if  it  is  less  than  $1,  be  reduced  to 
zero,  or 

"  '(E)  in  any  other  case  be  rounded  to  the 
nearest  multiple  of  $2. 

If  the  differential  determined  under  the  pre- 
ceding sentence  is  a  negative  amount,  it  shall 
be  deemed  instead  to  be  zero.  The  determi- 
nation of  the  current  average  per  diem  rate 
for  purposes  of  any  promulgation  under  this 
paragraph  shall  be  based  on  the  best  infor- 
mation available  to  the  Secretary  (at  the 
time  the  determination  is  made)  as  to  the 
amounts  paid  under  this  title  on  account 


of  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished,  dur- 
ing the  two  calendar  years  preceding  such 
determination  by  hospitals  which  have  agree- 
ments in  effect  under  section  1812,  to  indi- 
viduals who  are  entitled  to  insurance  bene- 
fits under  this  title. 

"  'Duration  of  services 

"  '(b)  Payment  under  this  title  for  services 
furnished  any  individual  during  a  benefit 
period  may  not  be  made  for — 

"  '(1)  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished 
to  him  during  such  period  after  such  serv- 
ices have  been  furnished  to  him  for  90  days 
during  such  period,  except  as  provided  in 
subsection  (c) ;  or 

"'(2)  skilled  nursing  facility  services 
furnished  to  him  during  such  period  after 
such  services  have  been  furnished  to  him 
for  60  days  during  such  period. 
For  purposes  of  the  preceding  provisions  of 
this  subsection,  inpatient  hospital  services 
or  skilled  nursing  facility  services  shall  be 
counted  only  if  payment  is  or  would,  except 
for  this  subsection  and  except  for  the  failure 
to  comply  with  the  procedural  and  other  re- 
quirements of  or  under  section  1809(a)(1), 
be  made  with  respect  to  such  services  under 
this  title.  Payment  under  this  title  for 
home  health  services  furnished  an  individual 
during  a  calendar  year  may  not  be  made  for 
any  such  services  after  such  services  have 
been  furnished  him  during  240  visits  in  such 
year. 

"  'Election  as  to  duration  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  and  deductible 

"'(c)(1)  An  individual  may  elect,  instead 
of  the  number  of  days  in  a  benefit  period 
for  which  payment  may  be  made  for  inpa- 
tient hospital  services  furnished  to  him  speci- 
fied in  subsection  (b)  (1)  — 

"'(A)  to  have  such  number  of  days  for 
each  benefit  period  increased  to  180,  and, 
in  such  case,  the  payment  under  this  title 
for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  him 
during  any  benefit  period  shall,  instead  of 
being  reduced  by  the  deduction  specified  in 
subsection  (a)(1),  be  reduced  by  a  deduc- 
tion equal  to  either  (i)  2y2  times  the  aver- 
age per  diem  rate  for  such  services,  deter- 
mined under  paragraph  (4),  or  (ii)  if  less, 
the  charges  customarily  made  for  such  serv- 
ices by  the  hospital  which  furnished  them, 
or 

"'(B)  to  have  such  number  of  days  re- 
duced to  45  for  each  benefit  period  and,  in 
such  case,  the  reduction,  provided  in  sub- 
section (a)(1),  in  the  payment  under  this 
title  for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished 
during  any  benefit  period  shall  not  apply  to 
him. 

"  '(2)  An  individual  may  make  an  election 
under  paragraph  (1)  only  on  such  form  or 
forms  and  in  such  manner  as  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe.  Any  such  election  shall  be 
valid  only  if  made  before  the  month  preced- 
ing, and  after  the  fourth  month  preceding, 
the  first  month  in  which  he  both  has  at- 
tained the  age  of  65  and  is  eligible  for  the 
benefits  referred  to  in  section  1805(a)(2); 
except  that  if  such  first  month  occurs  before 
January  1966,  such  election  shall  be  valid 
only  if  made  after  May  1965  and  before  De- 
cember 1965.  For  purposes  of  the  preceding 
sentence,  (A)  an  Individual  shall  be  regarded 
as  eligible  for  benefits  for  a  month  if  he  is 
or,  upon  filing  application  for  such  benefits 
in  such  month,  would  be  entitled  to  such 
benefits,  and  (B)  an  individual  to  whom 
section  204  of  the  Hospital  Insurance  Act  of 
1964  applies  shall  be  deemed  eligible  for  the 
benefits  referred  to  in  such  section  1805(a) 
(2)  for  and  after  the  month  in  which  he  at- 
tains the  age  of  65. 

"  '(3)  An  individual  shall  be  permitted  only 
one  election  under  this  subsection  and  such 
election  shall  be  irrevocable. 

"'(4)  The  Secretary  shall,  between  July  1 
and  October  1  of  the  calendar  year  1967 
and  of  each  calendar  year  thereafter,  promul- 


1964 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


20161 


gate  the  average  per  diem  rate  for  inpatient 
hospital  services  which  shall  be  applicable 
in  the  case  of  benefit  periods  beginning  dur- 
ing the  succeeding  year.  Such  promulgation 
shall  be  based  on  the  best  information  avail- 
able to  the  Secretary  (at  the  time  the  deter- 
mination is  made)  as  to  the  amounts  paid 
under  this  title  on  account  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  furnished,  during  the  calendar 
year  preceding  such  determination,  by  hos- 
pitals, with  which  agreements  under  section 
1810  are  in  effect,  to  individuals  who  are 
entitled  to  have  such  payments  made  with 
respect  to  such  services;  and  the  amount  so 
determined  shall  be  rounded  to  the  nearest 
$1,  or,  if  it  is  a  multiple  of  $0.50  but  not  of 
$1,  to  the  next  higher  $1.  For  benefit  peri- 
ods beginning  prior  to  the  calendar  year 
1968,  such  average  per  diem  rate  shall  be  $37. 
"  'Benefit  period 

"'(d)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  a 
"benefit  period"  with  respect  to  any  individ- 
ual means  a  period  of  consecutive  days — 

"'(1)  beginning  with  the  first  day  (not 
included  In  a  previous  benefit  period)  (A)  on 
which  such  individual  Is  furnished  inpatient 
hospital  services  or  skilled  nursing  facility 
services  and  (B)  which  occurs  in  a  month  for 
which  he  is  entitled  to  insurance  benefits 
under  this  title,  and 

"  '(2)  ending  with  the  ninetieth  day  there- 
after on  each  of  which  he  is  neither  an  in- 
patient in  a  hospital  nor  an  inpatient  in  a 
skilled  nursing  facility  (whether  or  not  such 
90  days  are  consecutive) ,  but  only  if  such 
90  days  occur  within  a  period  of  not  more 
than  180  consecutive  days. 

"  'Entitlement  to  Benefits 

"  'Sec.  1805.  (a)  Every  individual  who — 
"  '  ( 1 )  has  attained  the  age  of  65,  and 
"'(2)  is  entitled  to  monthly  insurance 
benefits  under  section  202, 
shall  be  entitled  to  insurance  benefits  un- 
der this  title  for  each  month  for  which  he 
is  entitled  to  such  benefits  under  section 
202,  beginning  with  the  first  month  after 
December  1965  with  respect  to  which  he 
meets  the  conditions  specified  in  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2). 
"  '(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section — 
"'(1)  entitlement  of  an  individual  to  in- 
surance benefits  under  this  title  for  a  month 
shall  consist  of  entitlement  to  have  payment 
made  under,  and  subject  to  the  limitations 
In,  this  title  on  his  behalf  for  inpatient 
hospital  services,  skilled  nursing  facility  serv- 
ices, home  health  services,  and  outpatient 
hospital  diagnostic  services  furnished  him 
in  the  United  States  during  such  month; 
and 

"'(2)  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  en- 
titled to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under 
section  202  for  the  month  in  which  he  died 
if  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  such  bene- 
fits for  such  month  had  he  died  in  the  next 
month. 

"'(c)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  section,  no  payments  may  be 
made  under  this  title  for  inpatient  hospital 
services,  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  serv- 
ices, or  home  health  services  furnished  an 
individual  prior  to  July  1,  1965,  or  for  skilled 
nursing  facility  services  furnished  him  prior 
to  January  1,  1966. 

"  'Definitions  of  Providers  of  Services 

"  'Sec.  1806.  For  purposes  of  this  title — ■ 
"  'Hospital 

"  '(a)  The  term  "hospital"  (except  for  pur- 
poses of  section  1804(d)  (2),  section  1809(f), 
paragraph  (6)  of  this  subsection,  and  so 
much  of  section  1803(b)  as  precedes  para- 
graph (1)  thereof)  means  an  institution 
which — 

"'(1)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing, 
by  or  under  the  supervision  of  physicians  or 
surgeons,  to  inpatients  (A)  diagnostic  serv- 
ices and  therapeutic  services  for  medical 
diagnosis,  treatment,  and  care  of  injured, 
disabled,  or  sick  persons,  or  (B)  rehabilita- 


tion facilities  and  services  for  the  rehabilita- 
tion of  injured,  disabled,  or  sick  persons, 

"'(2)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all 
patients, 

"'(3)  has  bylaws  in  effect  with  respect  to 
its  staff  of  physicians, 

"'(4)  continuously  provides  twenty-four- 
hour  nursing  service  rendered  or  supervised 
by  a  registered  professional  nurse, 

"'(5)  has  in  effect  a  hospital  utilization 
review  plan  which  meets  the  requirements 
of  subsection  (e) , 

"  '(6)  in  the  case  of  an  institution  in  any 
State  in  which  State  or  applicable  local  law 
provides  for  the  licensing  of  hospitals,  (A) 
is  licensed  pursuant  to  such  law  or  (B)  is 
approved,  by  the  agency  of  such  State  re- 
sponsible for  licensing  hospitals,  as  meeting 
the  standards  established  for  such  licensing, 
and 

"'(7)  meets  such  other  of  the  require- 
ments prescribed  for  the  accreditation  of 
hospitals  by  the  Joint  Commission  on  the 
Accreditation  of  Hospitals,  as  the  Secretary 
finds  necessary  in  the  interest  of  the  health 
and  safety  of  individuals  who  are  furnished 
services  by  or  in  the  institution. 
For  purposes  of  section  1804(d)(2),  such 
term  includes  any  institution  which  meets 
the  requirements  of  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection.  For  purposes  of  section  1809(f) 
(including  determination  of  whether  an  indi- 
vidual received  inpatient  hospital  services 
for  purposes  of  such  section  1809(f)),  and 
so  much  of  section  1803(b)  as  precedes  para- 
graph (1)  thereof,  such  term  includes  any 
institution  which  meets  the  requirements 
of  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (4),  and  (6)  of  this 
subsection.  Notwithstanding  the  preceding 
provisions  of  this  subsection,  such  term  shall 
not,  except  for  purposes  of  section  1804 
(b)(2),  include  any  institution  which  is 
primarily  for  the  care  and  treatment  of 
tuberculosis  or  mentally  ill  patients. 
"  'Skilled  nursing  facility 

"'(b)  The  term  "skilled  nursing  facility" 
means  (except  for  purposes  of  section  1804 
(d)(2))  an  institution  (or  a  distinct  part 
of  an  institution)  which  is  affiliated  or  un- 
der common  control  with  a  hospital  having 
an  agreement  in  effect  under  section  1810 
and  which — ■ 

"  '(1)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing  to 
inpatients  (A)  skilled  nursing  care  and  re- 
lated services  for  patients  who  require 
planned  medical  or  nursing  care  or  (B)  reha- 
bilitation services, 

"'(2)  has  policies,  which  are  established 
by  a  group  of  professional  personnel  (asso- 
ciated with  the  facility) ,  including  1  or  more 
physicians  and  1  or  more  registered  profes- 
sional nurses,  to  govern  the  skilled  nursing 
care  and  related  medical  or  other  services  it 
provides  and  which  include  a  requirement 
that  every  patient  must  be  under  the  care 
of  a  physician, 

"(3)  has  a  physician,  a  registered  profes- 
sional nurse,  or  a  medical  staff  responsible 
for  the  execution  of  such  policies, 

"  '(4)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all 
patients, 

"'(5)  continuously  provides  twenty-four- 
hour  nursing  service  rendered  or  supervised 
by  a  registered  professional  nurse, 

"  '(6)  operates  under  a  utilization  review 
plan,  which  has  been  made  applicable  to  it 
under  subsection  (g),  of  the  hospital  with 
which  it  is  affiliated  or  under  common 
control, 

"  '(7)  in  the  case  of  an  institution  in  any 
State  in  which  State  or  applicable  local  law 
provides  for  the  licensing  of  institutions  of 
this  nature,  (A)  is  licensed  pursuant  to 
such  law,  or  (B)  is  approved,  by  the  agency 
of  such  State  responsible  for  licensing  in- 
stitutions of  this  nature,  as  meeting  stand- 
ards established  for  such  licensing;  and 

"  '(8)  meets  such  other  conditions  of  par- 
ticipation under  this  section  as  the  Secre- 
tary may  find  necessary  in  the  interest  of 


the  health  and  safety  of  individuals  who  are 
furnished  services  by  or  in  such  institution; 
except  that  such  term  shall  not  (other  than 
for  purposes  of  section  1804(d)(2))  include 
any  institution  which  is  primarily  for  the 
case  and  treatment  of  tuberculosis  or  men- 
tally ill  patients.  For  purposes  of  section 
1804(d)  (2),  such  term  includes  any  institu- 
tion which  meets  the  requirements  of  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection. 

"  'Home  health  agency 

"  '(c)  The  term  "home  health  agency" 
means  an  agency  which — 

"  '(1)  is  a  public  agency,  or  a  private  non- 
profit organization  exempt  from  Federal  in- 
come taxation  under  section  501  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954, 

"'(2)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing 
skilled  nursing  services  or  other  therapeutic 
services, 

"'(3)  has  policies,  established  by  a  group 
of  professional  personnel  (associated  with 
the  agency),  including  1  or  more  physicians 
and  1  or  more  registered  professional  nurses, 
to  govern  the  service  (referred  to  in  para- 
graph (2) )  which  it  provides, 

"'(4)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all 
patients, 

"  '(5)  in  the  case  of  an  agency  in  any 
State  in  which  State  or  local  law  provides 
for  the  licensing  of  agencies  of  this  nature, 
(A)  is  licensed  pursuant  to  such  law,  or  (B) 
is  approved,  by  the  agency  of  such  State 
responsible  for  licensing  agencies  of  this 
nature,  as  meeting  standards  established  for 
such  licensing,  and 

"'(6)  meets  such  other  conditions  of  par- 
ticipation as  the  Secretary  may  find  neces- 
sary in  the  interest  of  the  health  and  safety 
of  individuals  who  are  furnished  services  by 
such  agency; 

except  that  such  term  shall  not  include  any 
agency  which  is  primarily  for  the  care  and 
treatment  of  tuberculosis  or  mentally  ill 
patients. 

"  'Physician 

"'(d)  The  term  "physician",  when  used 
in  connection  with  the  performance  of  any 
function  or  action,  means  an  individual  (in- 
cluding a  physician  within  the  meaning  of 
section  1101(a)(7))  legally  authorized  to 
practice  surgery  or  medicine  by  the  State  in 
which  he  performs  such  function  or  action. 
"  'Utilization  review 

"'(e)  A  utilization  review  plan  of  a  hos- 
pital shall  be  deemed  sufficient  if  it  is  appli- 
cable to  services  furnished  by  the  institu- 
tion to  individuals  entitled  to  benefits  under 
this  title  and  if  it  provides — 

"'(1)  for  the  review,  on  a  sample  or 
other  basis,  of  admissions  to  the  institution, 
the  duration  of  stays  therein,  and  the  pro- 
fessional services  furnished,  (A)  with  re- 
spect to  the  medical  necessity  of  the  serv- 
ices, and  (B)  for  the  purpose  of  promoting 
the  most  efficient  use  of  available  health 
facilities  and  services; 

"  '(2)  for  such  review  to  be  made  by  either 

(A)  a  hospital  staff  committee  composed  of 
2  or  more  physicians,  with  or  without  par- 
ticipation of  other  professional  personnel,  or 

(B)  a  group  outside  the  hospital  which  is 
similarly  composed; 

"'(3)  for  such  review,  in  each  case  in 
which  inpatient  hospital  services  are  fur- 
nished to  such  individuals  during  a  con- 
tinuous period,  as  of  the  twenty-first  day, 
and  as  of  such  subsequent  days  as  may  be 
specified  in  regulations,  with  such  review  to 
be  made  as  promptly  after  such  twenty-first 
or  subsequent  specified  day  as  possible,  and 
in  no  event  later  than  1  week  following  such 
day; 

"  '(4)  for  prompt  notification  to  the  insti- 
tution, the  individual,  and  his  attending 
physician  of  any  finding  (after  opportunity 
for  consultation  to  such  attending  physi- 
cian) by  the  physician  members  of  such  com- 
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mittee  or  group  that  any  further  stay  therein 
is  not  medically  necessary. 
The  provisions  of  clause  (A)  of  paragraph 
(2)  shall  not  apply  to  any  hospital  where, 
because  of  the  small  size  of  the  institution  or 
for  such  other  reason  or  reasons  as  may  be 
included  in  regulations,  it  is  impracticable 
for  the  institution  to  have  a  properly  func- 
tioning staff  committee  for  the  purposes  of 
this  subsection. 

"  'Provider  of  services 
"'(f)  The    term    "provider    of  services" 
means  a  hospital,  skilled  nursing  facility,  or 
home  health  agency. 

"  'Skilled  nursing  facilities  affiliated  or  under 
common  control  with  hospitals 

"'(g)  A  hospital  and  a  skilled  nursing 
facility  shall  be  deemed  to  be  affiliated  or 
under  common  control  if,  by  reason  of  a 
written  agreement  between  them  or  by  rea- 
son of  a  written  undertaking  by  a  person  or 
body  which  controls  both  of  them,  there  is 
reasonable  assurance  that — 

"'(1)  the  facility  will  be  operated  under 
standards  which  are  developed  jointly  by,  or 
are  agreed  to  by,  the  two  institutions,  with 
respect  to — 

"'(A)  skilled  nursing  and  related  health 
services  (other  than  physicians'  services), 

"  '(B)  a  system  of  clinical  records,  and 

"  '(C)  appropriate  methods  and  procedures 
for  the  dispensing  and  administering  of 
drugs  and  biologicals; 

"'(2)  timely  transfer  of  patients  will  be 
effected  between  the  hospital  and  the  skilled 
nursing  facility  whenever  such  a  transfer  is 
medically  appropriate,  and  provision  is  made 
for  the  transfer  or  the  joint  use  (to  the  ex- 
tent practicable)  of  clinical  records  of  the 
two  institutions;  and 

"  '(3)  the  utilization  review  of  the  hospital 
will  be  extended  to  include  review  of  admis- 
sions to,  duration  of  stays  in,  and  the  pro- 
fessional services  furnished  in  the  skilled 
nursing  facility  and  including  review  of  such 
individual  cases  (and  at  such  intervals)  as 
may  be  specified  in  this  title  or  in  regula- 
tions thereunder,  and  with  notice  to  the 
facility,  the  individual,  and  his  attending 
physician  in  case  of  a  finding  (after  oppor- 
tunity for  consultation  to  such  attending 
physician)  that  further  skilled  nursing  fa- 
cility services  are  not  medically  necessary. 
"  'States  and  United  States 

"'(h)  The  terms  "State"  and  "United 
States"  shall  have  the  same  meaning  as 
when  used  in  title  II. 

"  'Additional  skilled  nursing  facilities 

"  '(i)  The  Secretary  shall,  as  soon  as  prac- 
ticable after  December  31,  1965,  study  the 
best  ways  of  increasing  the  availability  of 
skilled  nursing  facility  care  for  beneficiaries 
under  this  title  under  conditions  assuring 
good  quality  of  care;  and,  on  the  basis  of 
such  study  and  after  consultation  with  asso- 
ciations of  nursing  homes,  the  American 
Hospital  Association,  the  Joint  Commission 
on  Accreditation  of  Hospitals,  and  other  ap- 
propriate professional  organizations,  he  may 
determine  that  additional  nursing  facilities 
in  which  such  conditions  assuring  good 
quality  of  care  exist  constitute  skilled  nurs- 
ing facilities  under  subsection  (b)  if  they 
meet  the  requirements  of  such  subsection 
(other  than  the  requirement  of  affiliation 
and  other  than  the  requirement  that  a  hos- 
pital utilization  review  plan  be  made  appli- 
cable) and  if  the  Secretary  finds  that  such 
action  will  not  create  (or  increase)  any  actu- 
arial imbalance  in  the  Federal  Hospital  In- 
surance Trust  Fund.  The  Secretary  shall 
report  to  the  Congress  from  time  to  time, 
and  in  any  event  by  July  1 ,  1967,  the  results 
of  the  study  under  this  subsection  and  any 
action  taken  as  a  result  thereof. 
"  'Use  of  State  Agencies  and  Other  Organiza- 
tions To  Develop  Conditions  of  Participa- 
tion for  Providers  of  Service 
"  'Sec.  1807.  In  carrying  out  hi6  functions. 


relating  to  determination  of  conditions  of 
participation  by  providers  of  services,  under 
section  1806(a)(7),  section  1806(b)(8),  or 
section  1806(c)(6),  the  Secretary  shall  con- 
sult with  the  Hospital  Insurance  Benefits 
Advisory  Council  established  by  section  1812, 
appropriate  State  agencies,  and  recognized 
national  listing  or  accrediting  bodies.  Such 
conditions  prescribed  under  any  of  such  sec- 
tions may  be  varied  for  different  areas  or 
different  classes  of  institutions  or  agencies 
and  may,  at  the  request  of  a  State,  provide 
(subject  to  the  limitation  provided  in  sec- 
tion 1806(a)(7))  higher  requirements  for 
such  State  than  for  other  States. 
"  'Use  of  State  Agencies  and  Other  Organiza- 
tions To  Determine  Compliance  by  Provid- 
ers of  Services  With  Conditions  of  Partici- 
pation 

"  'Sec.  1808.  (a)  The  Secretary  may,  pur- 
suant to  agreement,  utilize  the  services  of 
State  health  agencies  or  other  appropriate 
State  agencies  for  the  purposes  of  (1)  de- 
termining whether  an  institution  is  a  hos- 
pital or  skilled  nursing  facility,  or  whether 
an  agency  is  a  home  health  agency,  or  (2) 
providing  consultative  services  to  institutions 
or  agencies  to  assist  them  (A)  to  qualify  as 
hospitals,  skilled  nursing  facilities,  or  home 
health  agencies,  (B)  to  establish  and  main- 
tain fiscal  records  necessary  for  purposes  of 
this  title,  and  (C)  to  provide  information 
which  may  be  necessary  to  permit  determi- 
nation under  this  title  as  to  whether  pay- 
ments are  due  and  the  amounts  thereof.  To 
the  extent  that  the  Secretary  finds  it  appro- 
priate, an  institution  or  agency  which  such  a 
State  agency  certifies  is  a  hospital,  skilled 
nursing  facility,  or  home  health  agency  may 
be  treated  as  such  by  the  Secretary.  The 
Secretary  shall  pay  any  such  State  agency, 
in  advance  or  by  way  of  reimbursement,  as 
may  be  provided  in  the  agreement  with  it 
(and  may  make  adjustments  in  such  pay- 
ments on  account  of  overpayments  or  under- 
payments previously  made ) ,  for  the  reason- 
able cost  of  performing  the  functions 
specified  in  the  first  sentence  of  this  subsec- 
tion, and  for  the  fair  share  of  the  costs 
attributable  to  the  planning  and  other  efforts 
directed  toward  coordination  of  activities  in 
carrying  out  its  agreement  and  other  activi- 
ties related  to  the  provision  of  services  similar 
to  those  for  which  payment  may  be  made 
under  this  title,  or  related  to  the  facilities 
and  personnel  required  for  the  provision  of 
suhc  services,  or  related  to  improving  the 
quality  of  such  services. 

"'(b)(1)  An  institution  shall  be  deemed 
to  meet  the  conditions  of  participation  un- 
der section  1806(a)  (except  paragraph  (5) 
thereof)  if  such  institution  is  accredited 
as  a  hospital  by  the  Joint  Commission  on 
the  Accreditation  of  Hospitals.  If  such 
Commission,  as  a  condition  for  accreditation 
of  a  hospital,  hereafter  requires  a  utilization 
review  plan  or  imposes  another  requirement 
which  serves  substantially  the  same  purpose, 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  find  that  all 
institutions  so  accredited  by  the  Commis- 
sion comply  also  with  section  1806(a)(5). 

"'(2)  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  accredi- 
tation of  an  institution  by  a  national  ac- 
creditation body,  other  than  the  Joint  Com- 
mission on  the  Accreditation  of  Hospitals, 
provides  reasonable  assurance  that  any  or 
all  of  the  conditions  of  section  1806  (a) , 
(b) ,  or  (c) ,  as  the  case  may  be,  are  met, 
he  may,  to  the  extent  he  deems  it  appro- 
priate, treat  such  institution  as  meeting  the 
condition  or  conditions  with  respect  to  which 
he  made  such  finding. 

"  'Conditions  of  and  Limitations  on  Payment 

for  Services 
"  'Requirement  of  requests  and  certifications 

"  'Sec.  1809.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (f),  payment  for  services  furnished 
an  individual  may  be  made  only  to  eligible 
providers  of  services  and  only  if — 

"'(1)  written  request,  signed  by  such  in- 


dividual except  in  cases  in  which  the  Sec- 
retary finds  it  impractical  for  the  individual 
to  do  so,  is  filed  for  such  payment  in  such 
form,  in  such  manner,  within  such  time, 
and  by  such  person  or  persons  as  the  Sec- 
retary may  by  regulation  prescribe; 

"  '(2)  a  physician  certifies  (and  recertifies, 
where  such  services  are  furnished  over  a  pe- 
riod of  time,  in  such  cases  and  with  such 
frequency,  appropriate  to  the  case  involved, 
as  may  be  provided  in  regulations)  that — 

"  '(A)  in  the  case  of  inpatient  hospital 
services,  such  services  are  or  were  required 
for  such  individual's  medical  treatment,  or 
such  services  are  or  were  required  for  inpa- 
tient diagnostic  study; 

"'(B)  in  the  case  of  outpatient  hospital 
diagnostic  services,  such  services  are  or  were 
required  for  diagnostic  study; 

"  '(C)  in  the  case  of  skilled  nursing  facil- 
ity services,  such  services  are  or  were  re- 
quired because  the  individual  needed  skilled 
nursing  care  on  a  continuing  basis  for  any 
of  the  conditions  with  respect  to  which  he 
was  receiving  inpatient  hospital  services  pri- 
or to  transfer  to  the  skilled  nursing  facility 
or  for  a  condition  requiring  such  care  which 
arose  after  such  transfer  and  while  he  was 
still  in  the  facility  for  treatment  of  the 
condition  or  conditions  for  which  he  was  re- 
ceiving such  inpatient  hospital  services; 

"  '(D)  in  the  case  of  home  health  services, 
such  services  are  or  were  required  because 
the  individual  needed  skilled  nursing  care 
on  an  intermittent  basis  or  because  he  need- 
ed physical  or  speech  therapy;  a  plan  for 
furnishing  such  services  to  such  individual 
has  been  established  and  is  periodically  re- 
viewed by  a  physician;  and  such  services  are 
or  were  furnished  while  the  individual  was 
under  the  care  of  a  physician; 

"'(3)  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital 
services  or  skilled  nursing  facility  services 
furnished  such  individual  after  the  twenty- 
first  day  of  a  continuous  period  of  such 
services,  there  was  not  in  effect,  at  the  time 
of  admission  of  such  individual  to  the  hos- 
pital, a  decision  under  section  1810(e)  (based 
on  a  finding  that  timely  utilization  review 
of  long-stay  cases  is  not  being  made  in  such 
hospital  or  facility) ; 

"  '(4)  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital 
services  or  skilled  nursing  facility  services 
furnished  such  individual  during  a  contin- 
uous period,  a  finding  has  not  been  made 
(by  the  physician  members  of  the  committee 
or  group)  pursuant  to  the  system  of  utiliza- 
tion review  that  further  inpatient  hospital 
services  or  further  skilled  nursing  facility 
services,  as  the  case  may  be,  are  not  medi- 
cally necessary;  except  that,  if  such  a  finding 
has  been  made,  payment  may  be  made  for 
such  services  furnished  in  such  period  before 
the  fourth  day  after  the  day  on  which  the 
hospital  or  skilled  nursing  facility,  as  the 
case  may  be,  received  notice  of  such  finding. 
"  'Determination  of  costs  of  services 

"'(b)  The  amount  paid  to  any  provider 
of  services  with  respect  to  services  for  which 
payment  may  be  made  under  this  title  shall 
be  the  reasonable  cost  of  such  services,  as 
determined  in  accordance  with  regulations 
establishing  the  method  or  methods  to  be 
used  in  determining  such  costs  for  various 
types  or  classes  of  institutions,  services,  and 
agencies.  In  prescribing  such  regulations, 
the  Secretary  shall  consider,  among  other 
things,  the  principles  generally  applied  by 
national  organizations  (which  have  developed 
such  principles)  in  computing  the  amount 
of  payment,  to  be  made  by  persons  other 
than  the  recipients  of  services,  to  providers 
of  services  on  account  of  services  furnished 
to  such  recipients  by  such  providers.  Such 
regulations  may  provide  for  payment  on  a 
per  diem,  per  unit,  per  capita,  or  other  basis, 
may  provide  for  using  different  methods  in 
different  circumstances,  and  may  provide  for 
the  use  of  estimates  of  costs  of  particular 
items  or  services. 
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"  'Amount  of  payment  for  more  expensive 
services 

"'(c)(1)  In  case  the  bed  and  board 
furnished  as  part  of  Inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices or  skilled  nursing  facility  services  is  In 
accommodations  more  expensive  than  two-, 
three-,  or  four-bed  accommodations  and  the 
use  of  such  more  expensive  accommodations 
rather  than  such  two-,  three-,  or  four-bed 
accommodations  was  not  at  the  request  of 
the  patient,  payment  with  respect  to  such 
services  may  not  exceed  an  amount  equal  to 
the  reasonable  cost  of  such  services  if  fur- 
nished in  such  two-,  three-,  or  four-bed  ac- 
commodations unless  the  more  expensive 
accommodations  were  required  for  medical 
reasons. 

"'(2)  Where  a  provider  of  services  with 
which  an  agreement  under  this  title  is  in 
effect  furnishes  to  an  individual,  at  his  re- 
quest, items  or  services  which  are  in  excess 
of  or  more  expensive  than  the  items  or  serv- 
ices with  respect  to  which  payment  may 
be  made  under  this  title,  the  Secretary  shall 
pay  to  such  provider  of  services  only  the 
equivalent  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the 
items  or  services  with  respect  to  which  pay- 
ment under  this  title  may  be  made. 
"  'Amount  of  payment  where  less  expensive 
services  furnished 

"  '(d)  In  case  the  bed  and  board  furnished 
as  part  of  inpatient  hospital  services  or 
skilled  nursing  facility  services  in  accom- 
modations other  than,  but  not  more  expen- 
sive than,  two-,  three-,  or  four -bed  accom- 
modations and  the  use  of  such  other  ac- 
commodations rather  than  two-,  three-,  or 
four-bed  accommodations  was  neither  at  the 
request  of  the  patient  nor  for  a  reason  which 
the  Secretary  determines  is  consistent  with 
the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  amount  of 
the  payment  with  respect  to  such  services 
under  this  title  shall  be  the  reasonable 
cost  of  such  services  minus  the  difference  be- 
tween the  charge  customarily  made  by  the 
hospital  or  skilled  nursing  facility  for  such 
services  in  two-,  three-,  or  four-bed  accom- 
modations and  the  charge  customarily  made 
by  It  for  such  services  in  the  accommoda- 
tions furnished. 

"  'No  payments  to  Federal  providers  of 
services 

"'(e)  No  payment  may  be  made  under  this 
title  (except  under  subsection  (f)  of  this 
section)  to  any  Federal  provider  of  services, 
except  a  provider  of  services  which  the  Secre- 
tary determines,  in  accordance  with  regula- 
tions, Is  providing  services  to  the  public 
generally  as  a  community  institution  or 
agency;  and  no  such  payment  may  be  made 
to  any  provider  of  services  for  any  item  or 
service  which  such  provider  is  obligated  by 
a  law  of,  or  a  contract  with,  the  United  States 
to  render  at  public  expense. 
"  'Payments  for  emergency  inpatient  hospital 
services 

"  '(f)  Payments  shall  also  be  made  to  any 
hospital  for  inpatient  hospital  services  or 
outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services  fur- 
nished, by  the  hospital  or  under  arrange- 
ments (as  defined  in  section  1803(f))  with 
it,  to  an  Individual  entitled  to  health  insur- 
ance benefits  under  this  title  even  though 
such  hospital  does  not  have  an  agreement 
in  effect  under  this  title  if  (A)  such  services 
were  emergency  services  and  (B)  the  Secre- 
tary would  be  required  to  make  such  pay- 
ment if  the  hospital  had  such  an  agreement 
in  effect  and  otherwise  met  the  conditions 
of  payment  hereunder.  Such  payment  shall 
be  made  only  In  amounts  determined  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b)  and  then  only  If  such 
hospital  agrees  to  comply,  with  respect  to 
the  emergency  services  provided,  with  the 
provisions  of  section  1810(a). 
"  'Payment  for  services  prior  to  notification 
of  noneliglbility 

"'(g)  Notwithstanding  that  an  individual 
Is  not  entitled  to  have  payment  made  under 


this  title  for  inpatient  hospital  services, 
skilled  nursing  facility  services,  home  health 
services,  or  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic 
services  furnished  by  any  provider  of  serv- 
ices, payment  shall  be  made  to  such  provider 
of  services  (unless  such  provider  elects  not  to 
receive  such  payment  or,  if  payment  has  al- 
ready been  made,  refunds  such  payment 
within  the  time  specified  by  the  Secretary) 
for  such  services  which  are  furnished  to 
the  individual  prior  to  notification  from  the 
Secretary  of  his  lack  of  entitlement  if  such 
payments  are  not  otherwise  precluded  under 
this  title  and  if  such  provider  complies  with 
the  rules  established  hereunder  with  respect 
to  such  payments,  has  acted  in  good  faith 
and  without  knowledge  of  such  lack  of  en- 
titlement, and  has  acted  reasonably  in  as- 
suming entitlement  existed. 

"  'Agreements  with  providers  of  services 
"  'Sec.  1810.  (a)  Any  provider  of  services 
shall  be  eligible  for  payments  under  this 
title  if  it  files  with  the  Secretary  an  agree- 
ment not  to  charge  any  Individual  or  any 
other  person  for  items  or  services  for  which 
such  individual  is  entitled  to  have  payment 
made  under  this  title  (or  for  which  he  would 
be  so  entitled  if  such  provider  had  complied 
with  the  procedural  and  other  requirements 
under  or  pursuant  to  this  title  or  for  which 
such  provider  is  paid  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions of  section  1809(g)),  and  to  make  ade- 
quate provision  for  return  (or  other  dis- 
position, in  accordance  with  regulations)  of 
any  moneys  incorrectly  collected  from  such 
individual  or  other  person,  except  that  such 
provider  of  services  may  charge  such  in- 
dividual or  other  person  the  amount  of  any 
deduction  imposed  pursuant  to  subsection 
(a)  or  (c)  of  section  1804  with  respect  to 
such  services  (not  in  excess  of  the  amount 
customarily  charged  for  such  services  by 
such  provider)  and,  where  the  provider  of 
services  has  furnished,  at  the  request  of 
such  individual,  Items  or  services  which 
are  in  excess  of  or  more  expensive  than  the 
items  or  services  with  respect  to  which  pay- 
ment may  be  made  under  this  title,  such 
provider  may  also  charge  such  individual  or 
other  person  for  such  more  expensive  items 
or  services  but  not  more  than  the  difference 
between  the  amount  customarily  charged  by 
it  for  the  items  or  services  furnished  at  such 
request  and  the  amount  customarily  charged 
by  it  for  the  items  or  services  with  respect  to 
which  payment  may  be  made  under  this 
title. 

"'(b)  An  agreement  with  the  Secretary 
under  this  section  may  be  terminated — 

"  '  ( 1 )  by  the  provider  of  services  at  such 
time  and  upon  such  notice  to  the  Secretary 
and  the  public  as  may  be  provided  in  regu- 
lations, except  that  the  time  such  agreement 
is  thereby  required  by  the  Secretary  to  con- 
tinue in  effect  after  such  notice  may  not 
exceed  6  months  after  such  notice,  or 

"'(2)  by  the  Secretary  at  such  time  and 
upon  such  notice  to  the  provider  of  services 
and  the  public  as  may  be  specified  in  regu- 
lations, but  only  after  the  Secretary  has 
determined,  and  has  given  such  provider  no- 
tification thereof,  (A)  that  such  provider  of 
services  is  not  complying  substantially  with 
the  provisions  of  such  agreement,  or  with 
the  provisions  of  this  title  and  regulations 
thereunder,  or  (B)  that  such  provider  no 
longer  substantially  meets  the  applicable 
provisions  of  section  1806,  or  (C)  that  such 
provider  of  services  has  failed  to  provide 
such  information  as  the  Secretary  finds  nec- 
essary to  determine  whether  payments  are 
or  were  due  under  this  title  and  the  amounts 
thereof,  or  has  refused  to  permit  such  ex- 
amination of  Its  fiscal  and  other  records  by 
or  on  behalf  of  the  Secretary  as  may  be  nec- 
essary to  verify  such  Information. 
Any  termination  shall  be  applicable — 

"'(3)  in  the  case  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  or  skilled  nursing  facility  services, 
with  respect  to  such  services  furnished  to 
any  individual  who  is  admitted  to  the  hospi- 


tal or  skilled  nursing  facility  furnishing  such 
services  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  such 
termination, 

"'(4)  (A)  with  respect  to  home  health 
services  furnished  to  an  individual  under  a 
plan  therefor  established  on  or  after  the  ef- 
fective date  of  such  termination,  or  (B)  If 
such  plan  is  established  before  such  effective 
date,  with  respect  to  such  services  furnished 
to  such  individual  after  the  calendar  year  in 
which  such  termination  is  effective,  and 

"'(5)  with  respect  to  outpatient  hospital 
diagnostic  services  furnished  on  or  after  the 
effective  date  of  such  termination. 

"  '(c)  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  preclude 
any  provider  of  services  or  any  group  or 
groups  of  such  providers  from  being  repre- 
sented by  an  individual,  association,  or  or- 
ganization authorized  by  such  provider  or 
providers  of  services  to  act  on  their  behalf  in 
negotiating  with  respect  to  their  participa- 
tion under  this  title  and  the  terms,  methods, 
and  amounts  of  payments  for  services  to  be 
provided  thereunder. 

"  '(d)  Where  an  agreement  filed  under  this 
title  by  a  provider  of  services  has  been  ter- 
minated by  the  Secretary,  such  provider  may 
not  file  another  agreement  under  this  title - 
unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  reason  for 
the  termination  has  been  removed  and  there 
is  reasonable  assurance  that  it  will  not  recur. 

"'(e)  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  timely 
review  in  accordance  with  section  1806(e)  of 
long-stay  cases  in  a  hospital  or  skilled  nurs- 
ing facility  is  not  being  made  with  reason- 
able regularity,  he  may,  in  lieu  of  terminat- 
ing his  agreement  with  such  hospital  or 
facility,  decide  that,  with  respect  to  any 
Individual  admitted  to  such  hospital  or 
skilled  nursing  facility  after  a  date  specified 
by  him,  no  payment  shall  be  made  for  in- 
patient hospital  services  or  skilled  nursing 
facility  services  after  the  twenty-first  day  of 
a  continuous  period  of  such  services.  Such 
decision  may  be  made  only  after  such  notice 
to  the  hospital,  or  (in  the  case  of  a  skilled 
nursing  facility)  to  the  hospital  and  the 
facility,  and  to  the  public  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  regulations,  and  its  effectiveness 
shall  be  rescinded  when  the  Secretary  finds 
that  the  reason  therefor  has  been  removed 
and  there  is  reasonable  assurance  that  it 
will  not  recur. 

"  'Payment  to  Providers  of  Services 

"'Sec.  1811.  The  Secretary  shall  periodi- 
cally determine  the  amount  which  should  be 
paid  to  each  provider  of  services  under  this 
title  with  respect  to  the  services  furnished 
by  it,  and  the  provider  shall  be  paid,  at  such 
time  or  times  as  the  Secretary  believes  ap- 
propriate and  prior  to  audit  or  settlement  by 
the  General  Accounting  Office,  from  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  the 
amounts  so  determined;  except  that  such, 
amounts  may  be  reduced  or  increased,  as 
the  case  may  be,  by  any  sum  by  which  the 
Secretary  finds  that  the  amount  paid  to  such 
provider  of  services  for  any  prior  period  was 
greater  or  less  than  the  amount  which 
should  have  been  paid  to  it  for  such  period. 

"  'Hospital  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory 
Council 

"  'Sec.  1812.  For  the  purpose  of  advising 
the  Secretary  on  matters  of  general  policy  in 
the  administration  of  this  title  and  in  the 
formulation  of  regulations  under  this  title, 
there  is  hereby  created  a  Hospital  Insurance 
Benefits  Advisory  Council  which  shall  consist 
of  14  persons,  not  otherwise  in  the  employ  of 
the  United  States,  appointed  by  the  Secretary 
without  regard  to  the  civil  service  laws.  The 
Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  appoint 
one  of  the  members  to  serve  as  Chairman. 
Not  less  than  4  of  the  appointed  members 
shall  be  persons  who  are  outstanding  in  the 
fields  pertaining  to  hospitals  and  health  ac- 
tivities. Each  appointed  member  shall  hold 
office  for  a  term  of  4  years,  except  that  any 
member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring 
prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which 
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his  predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  ap- 
pointed for  the  remainder  of  such  term,  and 
except  that  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members 
first  taking  office  shall  expire,  as  designated 
by  the  Secretary  at  the  time  of  appointment, 
3  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  4  at  the  end  of 
the  second  year,  3  at  the  end  of  the  third 
year,  and  4  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  year 
after  the  date  of  appointment.  An  appointed 
member  shall  not  be  eligible  to  serve  con- 
tinuously for  more  than  2  terms.  The  Secre- 
tary may,  at  the  request  of  the  Council,  ap- 
point such  special  advisory  or  technical  com- 
mittees as  may  be  useful  in  carrying  out  its 
functions.  Appointed  members  of  the  Ad- 
visory Council  and  members  of  its  advisory 
or  technical  committees,  while  attending 
meetings  or  conferences  thereof  or  otherwise 
serving  on  business  of  the  Advisory  Council 
or  of  such  a  committee  or  committees,  shall 
be  entitled  to  receive  compensation  at  rates 
fixed  by  the  Secretry,  but  not  exceeding  $100 
per  day,  and  while  so  serving  away  from  their 
homes  or  regular  places  of  business  they  may 
be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including  per 
diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by 
section  5  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act 
of  1946  (5  TJ.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  In  the 
Government  service  employed  intermittently. 
The  Advisory  Council  shall  meet  as  fre- 
quently as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary. 
Upon  request  of  4  or  more  members,  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary  to  call  a  meeting 
of  the  Advisory  Council. 

"  'Review  of  Determinations 

"  'Sec.  1813.  Any  individual  dissatisfied 
with  any  determination  made  by  the  Secre- 
tary that  he  is  not  entitled  to  insurance 
benefits  under  this  title  or  that  he  is  not  en- 
titled to  have  payment  made  under  this  title 
with  respect  to  any  class  of  services  furnished 
him,  shall  be  entitled  to  a  hearing  thereon 
by  the  Secretary  to  the  same  extent  as  is  pro- 
vided in  section  205(b)  with  respect  to  de- 
cisions of  the  Secretary,  and  to  judicial  re- 
view of  the  Secretary's  final  decision  after 
such  hearing  as  is  provided  in  section  205(g) . 
"  'Overpayments  to  Individuals 

"  'Sec.  1814.  (a)  Any  payment  under  this 
title  to  any  provider  of  services  with  respect 
to  inpatient  hospital  services,  skilled  nurs- 
ing facility  services,  home  health  services,  or 
outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services,  fur- 
nished any  individual  shall  be  regarded  as  a 
payment  to  such  individual. 

"  '(b)  Where — 

"  '  ( 1 )  more  than  the  correct  amount  is 
paid  under  this  title  to  a  provider  of  serv- 
ices for  services  furnished  an  individual  and 
the  Secretary  determines  that,  within  such 
period  as  he  may  specify,  the  excess  over  the 
correct  amount  cannot  be  recouped  from 
such  provider  of  services,  or 

"'(2)  any  payment  has  been  made  under 
section  1809(g)  to  a  provider  of  services  for 
services  furnished  an  individual, 
proper  adjustments  shall  be  made,  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  by 
decreasing  subsequent  payments — - 

"  '(3)  to  which  such  individual  is  en- 
titled under  title  II,  or 

"'(4)  if  such  individual  dies  before  such 
adjustment  has  been  completed,  to  which 
any  other  individual  is  entitled  under  title 
II  with  respect  to  the  wages  and  self-employ- 
ment income  which  were  the  basis  of  benefits 
of  such  deceased  individual  under  such  title. 

"'(c)  There  shall  be  no  adjustment  as 
provided  in  subsection  (b)  (nor  shall  there 
be  recovery)  in  any  case  where  the  incorrect 
payment  has  been  made  (including  payments 
under  section  1809(g) )  for  services  furnished 
to  an  individual  who  is  without  fault  and 
where  such  adjustment  (or  recovery)  would 
defeat  the  purposes  of  title  II  or  would  be 
against  equity  and  good  conscience. 

"'(d)  No  certifying  or  disbursing  officer 
shall  be  held  liable  for  any  amount  certified 
or  paid  by  him  to  any  provider  of  services 
where  the  adjustment  or  recovery  of  such 


amount  is  waived  under  subsection  (c)  or 
where  adjustment  under  subsection  (b)  is 
not  completed  prior  to  the  death  of  all  per- 
sons against  whose  benefits  such  adjust- 
ment is  authorized. 

"  'Use  of  Private  Organizations  To  Facilitate 
Payment  to  Providers  of  Service 

"  'Sec.  1815.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  author- 
ized to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  any 
organization,  which  has  been  designated  by 
any  group  of  providers  of  services,  or  by  an 
association  of  such  providers  on  behalf  of 
its  members,  to  receive  payments  under  sec- 
tion 1811  on  behalf  of  such  providers,  pro- 
viding for  the  determination  by  such  orga- 
nization (subject  to  such  review  by  the  Sec- 
retary as  may  be  provided  for  in  the  agree- 
ment) of  the  amount  of  payments  required 
pursuant  to  this  title  to  be  made  to  such  pro- 
viders, and  for  making  such  payments.  The 
Secretary  shall  not  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  any  organization  under  this  section  un- 
less he  finds  it  consistent  with  effective  and 
efficient  administration  of  this  title. 

"'(b)  To  the  extent  that  the  Secretary 
finds  that  performance  of  any  of  the  follow- 
ing functions  by  an  organization  with  which 
he  has  entered  into  an  agreement  under  sub- 
section (a)  will  be  advantageous  and  will 
promote  the  efficient  administration  of  this 
title,  he  may  also  include  in  the  agreement 
provision  that  the  organization  shall  (with 
respect  to  providers  of  services  which  are 
to  receive  payments  through  the  organiza- 
tion )  — 

"  '(1)  serve  as  a  center  for,  and  communi- 
cate to  providers,  any  information  or  instruc- 
tions furnished  to  it  by  the  Secretary,  and 
serve  as  a  channel  of  communication  from 
providers  to  the  Secretary; 

"'(2)  make  such  audits  of  the  records  of 
providers  as  may  be  necessary  to  insure  that 
proper  payments  are  made  under  this  title; 

"'(3)  assist  in  the  application  of  safe- 
guards against  unnecessary  utilization  of 
services  furnished  by  providers  to  individuals 
entitled  to  have  payment  made  under  this 
title  with  respect  to  services  furnished  them; 

"'(4)  perform  such  other  duties  as  are 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  functions  specified 
in  subsection  (a)  of  this  subsection. 

"  '(c)  An  agreement  with  any  organization 
under  this  section  may  contain  such  terms 
and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  finds  neces- 
sary or  appropriate,  and  may  provide  for  ad- 
vances of  funds  to  the  organization  for  the 
making  of  payments  by  it  under  subsection 
(a)  and  shall  provide  for  payment  of  the 
reasonable  cost  of  administration  of  the  or- 
ganization as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
to  be  necessary  and  proper  for  carrying  out 
the  functions  covered  by  the  agreement. 

"'(d)  If  the  designation  of  an  organiza- 
tion as  provided  in  this  section  is  made  by  an 
association  of  providers  of  services,  It  shall 
not  be  binding  on  members  of  the  association 
which  notify  the  Secretary  of  their  election 
to  that  effect.  Any  provider  may,  upon  such 
notice  as  may  be  specified  in  the  agreement 
with  an  organization,  withdraw  his  designa- 
tion to  receive  payments  through  such  orga- 
nization and  any  provider  who  has  not  desig- 
nated an  organization  may  elect  to  receive 
payments  from  an  organization  which  has 
entered  into  agreement  with  the  Secretary 
under  this  section,  if  the  Secretary  and  the 
organization  agree  to  it. 

"  '(e)  An  agreement  with  the  Secretary 
under  this  section  may  be  terminated — 

"  '  ( 1 )  by  the  organization  entering  into 
such  agreement  at  such  time  and  upon  such 
notice  to  the  Secretary,  to  the  public,  and 
to  the  providers  as  may  be  provided  in  regu- 
lations, or 

"'(2)  by  the  Secretary  at  such  time  and 
upon  such  notice  to  the  organization,  and 
to  the  providers  which  have  designated  it 
for  purposes  of  this  section,  as  may  be  pro- 
vided in  regulations,  but  only  if  he  finds, 
after  reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for 
hearing  to  the  organization,  that  (A)  the 


organization  has  failed  substantially  to  carry 
out  the  agreement,  or  (B)  the  continuation 
of  some  or  all  of  the  functions  provided  for 
in  the  agreement  with  the  organization  is 
disadvantageous  or  is  inconsistent  with  effi- 
cient administration  of  this  title. 

"'(f)  An  agreement  with  an  organization 
under  this  section  may  require  any  of  its 
officers  or  employees  certifying  payments  or 
disbursing  funds  pursuant  to  the  agreement, 
or  otherwise  participating  in  carrying  out 
the  agreement,  to  give  surety  bond  to  the 
United  States  in  such  amount  as  the  Secre- 
tary may  deem  appropriate,  and  may  pro- 
vide for  the  payment  of  the  charges  for  such 
bond  from  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund. 

"'(B)(1)  No  individual  designated  pur- 
suant to  an  agreement  under  this  section 
as  a  certifying  officer  shall,  in  the  absence 
of  gross  negligence  or  intent  to  defraud  the 
United  States,  be  liable  with  respect  to  any 
payment  certified  by  him  under  this  section. 

"  '(2)  No  disbursing  officer  shall,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  gross  negligence  or  intent  to  de- 
fraud the  United  States,  be  liable  with  re- 
spect to  any  payment  by  him  under  this 
section  if  it  was  based  upon  a  voucher  signed 
by  a  certifying  officer  designated  as  provided 
in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 
"  'Option  to  Individuals  To  Obtain  Supple- 
mentary Private  Health  Insurance  Protec- 
tion 

"  'Sec.  1816.  (a)  Nothing  contained  in  this 
title  shall  be  construed  to  preclude  any  State 
from  providing,  or  any  individual  from  pur- 
chasing or  otherwise  securing,  protection 
against  the  cost  of  health  or  medical  care 
services  in  addition  to  those  for  which  pay- 
ment may  be  made  under  this  title. 

"'(b)  The  Secretary  shall  consult  with 
providers  of  hospital  or  other  medical  care 
services,  and  with  insurance  companies  and 
other  similar  organizations  providing  pro- 
tection against  the  costs  of  any  such  serv- 
ices, and  representatives  of  such  providers, 
insurance  companies,  or  other  similar  orga- 
nizations, and  with  appropriate  State  and 
other  public  or  private  agencies  or  organiza- 
tions to  the  end  that  they  are  encouraged 
and  assisted  in  developing  and  providing  pro- 
tection, which  supplements  that  provided 
under  this  title,  against  the  costs  of  health 
or  other  medical  care  services  for  which  pay- 
ments may  not  be  made  under  this  title. 
"  'Regulations 

"  'Sec.  1817.  When  used  in  this  title,  the 
term  "regulations"  means,  unless  the  con- 
text otherwise  requires,  regulations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary. 

"  'Application    of    Certain    Provisions  of 
Title  II 

"  'Sec.  1818.  The  provisions  of  sections 
206,  208,  and  216(j),  and  of  subsections  (a), 
(d),  (e),  (f),  and  (h)  of  section  205  shall 
also  apply  with  respect  to  this  title  to  the 
same  extent  as  they  are  applicable  with 
respect  to  title  II 

"  'Designation  of  Organization  or  Publica- 
tion by  Name 

"  'Sec.  1819.  Designation  in  this  title,  by 
name,  of  any  nongovernmental  organization 
or  publication  shall  not  be  affected  by 
change  of  name  of  such  organization  or 
publication,  and  shall  apply  to  any  successor 
organization  or  publication  which  the  Secre- 
tary finds  serves  the  purpose  for  which  such 
designation  is  made.' 

"Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund 

"Sec.  203.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  redesignating 
subsections  (c),  (d),  (e),  (f),  (g),  and  (h) 
as  subsections  (d),  (e),  (f),  (g),  (h),  and 
(i) ,  respectively,  and  by  adding  after  subsec- 
tion (b)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"'(c)  There  is  hereby  created  on  the 
books  of  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  a 
trust  fund  to  be  known  as  the  "Federal  Hos- 
pital Insurance  Trust  Fund".    The  Federal 
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Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  shall  consist 
of  such  amounts  as  may  be  appropriated  to, 
or  deposited  in,  such  fund  as  provided  in 
this  section.  There  Is  hereby  appropriated 
to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1966,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  out 
of  any  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  other- 
wise appropriated,  amounts  equivalent  to 
100  per  centum  of — 

"  '(1)  (A)  0.6  of  1  per  centum  of  the  wages 
(as  defined  in  section  3121  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954)  paid  after  December 
31,  1964,  and  prior  to  January  1,  1966,  and 
reported  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
or  his  delegate  pursuant  to  subtitle  F  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954,  which  wages 
shall  be  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the 
records  of  wages  established  and  maintained 
by  such  Secretary  in  accordance  with  such 
reports;  and  (B)  0.76  of  1  per  centum  of  the 
wages  (as  so  defined)  paid  after  December 
31,  1965,  and  so  reported,  which  shall  be 
so  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare;  and 

"'(2)  (A)  0.45  of  1  per  centum  of  the 
amount  of  self -employment  income  (as  de- 
fined in  section  1402  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954)  reported  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  on  tax  returns 
under  subtitle  F  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  for  any  taxable  year  beginning 
after  December  31,  1964,  and  prior  to  January 
1,  1966,  which  self -employment  income  shall 
be  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the  rec- 
ords of  self-employment  income  established 
and  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  in  accordance  with 
such  returns;  and  (B)  0.57  of  1  per  centum 
of  the  self -employment  income  (as  so  de- 
fined) reported  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  or  his  delegate  on  tax  returns  under 
such  subtitle  F  for  any  taxable  year  begin- 
ning after  December  31,  1965,  which  shall  be 
so  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare.' 

"(b)  (1)  The  heading  of  section  201  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read :  'fed- 
eral OLD-AGE  AND  SURVIVORS  INSURANCE  TRUST 
FUND,  FEDERAL  DISABILITY  INSURANCE  TRUST 
FUND,  AND  FEDERAL  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TRUST'. 

"(2)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  201  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  inserting  'and  the  amounts 
specified  in  clause  (1)  of  subsection  (c)  of 
this  section'  immediately  before  the  semi- 
colon in  clause  (3)  thereof,  by  inserting  'and 
the  amount  specified  in  clause  (2)  of  sub- 
section (c)  of  this  section'  immediately  be- 
fore the  period  in  clause  (4)  thereof,  and  by 
striking  out  the  last  sentence  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof:  'The  amounts  appropriated 
by  clauses  (3)  and  (4)  shall  be  transferred 
from  time  to  time  from  the  general  fund  in 
the  Treasury  to  the  Federal  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  the 
amounts  appropriated  by  clauses  (1)  and  (2) 
of  subsection  (b)  shall  be  transferred  from 
time  to  time  from  the  general  fund  in  the 
Treasury  to  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  and  the  amounts  appropriated 
by  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (c) 
shall  be  transferred  from  time  to  time  from 
the  general  fund  in  the  Treasury  to  the  Fed- 
eral Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  such 
amounts  to  be  determined  on  the  basis  of 
estimates  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury 
of  the  taxes,  specified  in  clauses  (3)  and  (4) 
of  this  subsection,  paid  to  or  deposited  into 
the  Treasury;  and  proper  adjustment  shall 
be  made  in  amounts  subsequently  trans- 
ferred to  the  extent  prior  estimates  were  in 
excess  of  or  were  less  than  the  taxes  specified 
in  such  clauses  (3)  and  (4)  of  this  sub- 
section.' 

"(c)  The  first  sentence  of  the  subsection 
of  such  section  201  herein  redesignated  as 
subsection  (d)  is  amended  by  striking  out 


'and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund'  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ',  the 
Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and 
the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund'. 

"(d)  Paragraph  (1)  of  the  subsection  of 
such  section  201  herein  redesignated  as  sub- 
section (h)  Is  amended  by  striking  out 
'titles  II  and  VIII'  and  'this  title'  wherever 
they  appear  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
'this  title  XVIII'. 

"(e)  The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  (2)  of 
such  subsection  is  amended  by  striking  out 
'and  clause  (1)  of  subsection  (b) '  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ',  clause  (1)  of  subsection 
(b),  and  clause  (1)  of  subsection  (c)\ 

"(f)  The  subsection  of  such  section  herein 
redesignated  as  subsection  (i)  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  sentence:  'Payments  required  to  be 
made  under  title  XVIII  shall  be  made  only 
from  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund.' 

"(g)  Section  218(h)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'and  (b)(1)'  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ',  (b)(1),  and  (c) 
(I)'- 

"(h)  Section  221(e)  of  such  Act  is 
amended — 

"(A)  by  striking  out  'Trust  Funds'  wher- 
ever that  appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "Trust  Funds  (except  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund) '; 

"(B)  by  striking  out  'subsection  (g)  of 
section  201'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
'subsection  (h)  of  section  201';  and 

"(C)  by  inserting  'under  this  title'  before 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof. 

"(i)  Section  1106(b)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'and  the  Federal 
Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund'  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ',  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hos- 
pital Insurance  Trust  Fund'. 

"Transitional  Provision  for  Eligibility  for 
Presently  Uninsured  Individuals 

"Sec.  204.  (a)  Anyone  who — 
"(1)  has  attained  the  age  of  65, 
"(2)  (A)  attained  such  age  before  1968,  or 
(B)  has  not  less  than  3  quarters  of  coverage 
(as  defined  in  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  or  section  5(1)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1937),  whenever  acquired,  for 
each  calendar  year  elapsing  after  1965  and 
before  the  year  in  which  he  attained  such 
age, 

"(3)  is  not,  and  upon  filing  application 
therefor  would  not  be,  entitled  to  monthly 
insurance  benefits  under  section  202  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  and  does  not  meet  the 
requirements  set  forth  in  subparagraph  (B) 
of  section  21(b)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement- 
Act  of  1937,  and 

"(4)  has  filed  an  application  under  this 
section  at  such  time,  in  such  manner,  and 
in  accordance  with  such  other  requirements 
as  may  be  prescribed  in  regulations  of  the 
Secretary, 

shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  sec- 
tion) be  deemed,  solely  for  purposes  of  sec- 
tion 1805  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  to  be 
entitled  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under 
such  section  202  for  each  month,  beginning 
with  the  first  month  in  which  he  meets  the 
requirements  of  this  subsection  and  ending 
with  the  month  in  which  he  dies  or,  if  ear- 
lier, the  month  before  the  month  in  which 
he  becomes  entitled  to  monthly  insurance 
benefits  under  such  section  202  or  meets  the 
requirements  set  forth  in  subparagraph  (B) 
of  section  21(b)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1937. 

"(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a) 
shall  apply  only  in  the  case  of  an  indi- 
vidual who — 

"(1)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States 
(as  defined  in  section  210  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act) ,  and 

"(2)  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  or 


has  resided  In  the  United  States  (as  so  de- 
fined) continuously  for  not  less  than  10 
years. 

"(c)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall 
not  apply  to  any  individual  who — 

"(1)  is  a  member  of  any  organization  re- 
ferred to  in  section  210(a)  (17)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act, 

"(2)  has  been  convicted  of  any  offense 
listed  in  section  202 (u)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act, 

"(3)  is  an  employee  of  the  United  States, 

or 

"(4)  is  eligible  for  the  benefits  of  the 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act  of 
1959  or  the  Retired  Federal  Employees  Health 
Benefits  Act. 

"(d)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro- 
priated to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  (established  by  section  201  of 
the  Social  Security  Act)  from  time  to  time 
such  sums  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary, 
on  account  of — 

"(a)  payments  made  from  such  Trust 
Fund  under  title  XVIII  of  such  Act  with  re- 
spect to  individuals  who  are  entitled  to  in- 
surance benefits  under  such  title  solely  by 
reason  of  this  section, 

"(b)  the  additional  administrative  ex- 
penses resulting  therefrom,  and 

"(c)  any  loss  in  interest  to  such  Trust 
Fund  resulting  from  from  the  payment  of 
such  amounts, 

in  order  to  place  such  Trust  Fund  in  the 
same  position  in  which  it  would  have  been 
if  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  had 
not  been  enacted. 

"Technical  Amendments 
"Suspension  in  case  of  aliens 
"Sec.  205.  (a)  Subsection   (t)    of  section 
202  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  para- 
graph : 

"'(9)  No  payments  shall  be  made  under 
title  XVIII  with  respect  to  services  furnished 
to  an  individual  in  any  month  for  which  the 
prohibition  in  paragraph  (1)  against  pay- 
ment of  benefits  to  him  is  applicable  (or 
would  be  if  he  were  entitled  to  any  such 
benefits) .' 

"Persons  convicted  of  subversive  activities 

"(b)  Subsection  (u)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'and'  before  the 
phrase  'in  determining  the  amount  of  any 
such  benefit  payable  to  such  individual  for 
any  such  month,'  and  inserting  after  such 
phrase  'and  in  determining  whether  such  in- 
dividual is  entitled  to  insurance  benefits 
under  title  XVIII  for  any  such  month,'. 
"Advisory  Council  on  social  security  financing 

"(c)(1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  116  of 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1956  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'and  the  Federal 
Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund'  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ',  of  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and  of  the  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund'.  Such  sub- 
section is  further  amended  by  inserting  be- 
fore the  period  at  the  end  thereof  'and  the 
insiirance  benefits  program  under  title  XVIII 
of  the  Social  Security  Act'. 

"(2)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'and  the  Federal 
Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund'  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  ',  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hos- 
pital Insurance  Trust  Fund'. 

"(3)  Subsection  (f)  of  such  section  is 
amended  by  striking  out  ',  the  adequacy  of 
benefits  under  the  program,  and  all  other 
aspects  of  the  program'  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  'and  the  insurance  benefits  program 
under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 
the  adequacy  of  benefits  under  the  programs, 
and  all  other  aspects  of  the  programs'. 
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"Technical  Amendment  to  Internal  Revenue 
Code 

"Sec.  206.  Section  3121(1)  (6)  of  the  Inter- 
nal Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by 
striking  out  'and  the  Federal  Disability  In- 
surance Trust  Fund,'  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ',  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,'.  The  amendment  made 
by  this  section  shall  be  effective  January  1, 
1966. 

"Part  B — Railroad  retirement  amendments 
"Hospital  Insurance  Benefits  for  the  Aged 
Under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act 
"Sec.  210.  (a)  The  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  1937  is  amended  by  adding  after  sec- 
tion 20  of  such  Act  the  following  new  section : 

"  'Hospital  insurance  benefits  for  the  aged 
"  'Sec.  21.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  sec- 
tion, and  subject  to  the  conditions  herein- 
after provided,  the  Board  shall  have  the  same 
authority  to  determine  the  rights  of  in- 
dividuals described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section  to  have  payments  made  on  their  be- 
half for  insurance  benefits  consisting  of  in- 
patient hospital  services,  skilled  nursing  fa- 
cility services,  home  health  services,  and  out- 
patient hospital  diagnostic  services  within 
the  meaning  of  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  as  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  has  under  such  title 
XVIII  with  respect  to  individuals  to  whom 
such  title  applies.  The  rights  of  individuals 
described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  to 
have  payment  made  on  their  behalf  for  the 
services  referred  to  in  the  next  preceding 
sentence  shall  be  the  same  as  those  of  in- 
dividuals to  whom  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  applies  and  this  section  shall  be 
administered  by  the  Board  as  if  the  provi- 
sions of  such  title  XVIII  were  applicable, 
references  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  were  to  the  Board,  refer- 
ences to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  were  to  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Account,  references  to  the  United  States  or 
a  State  included  Canada  or  a  subdivision 
thereof,  and  the  provisions  of  sections  1807 
and  1812  of  such  title  XVIII  were  not  in- 
cluded in  such  title.  For  purposes  of  sec- 
tion 11,  a  determination  with  respect  to  the 
rights  of  an  individual  under  this  section 
shall,  except  in  the  case  of  a  provider  of 
services,  be  considered  to  be  a  decision  with 
respect  to  an  annuity. 

"  '(b)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this 
section,  every  individual  who — 

"'(A)  has  attained  age  sixty-five,  and 
"  '(B)  (i)  is  entitled  to  an  annuity,  or 
(ii)  would  be  entitled  to  an  annuity  had  he 
ceased  compensated  service  and,  in  the  case 
of  a  spouse,  had  such  spouse's  husband  or 
wife  ceased  compensated  service,  or  (iii) 
had  been  awarded  a  pension  under  section 
6,  or  (iv)  bears  a  relationship  to  an  employee 
which,  by  reason  of  section  3(e),  has  been, 
or  would  be,  taken  into  account  in  calculat- 
ing the  amount  of  an  annuity  of  such  em- 
ployee or  his  survivor, 

shall  be  entitled  to  have  payment  made  for 
the  services  referred  to  in  subsection  (a), 
and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
such  subsection.  The  payments  for  services 
herein  provided  for  shall  be  made  from  the 
Railroad  Retirements  Account  (in  accord- 
ance with,  and  subject  to,  the  conditions  ap- 
plicable under  section  10(b)  in  making  pay- 
ment of  other  benefits)  to  the  hospital, 
skilled  nursing  facility,  or  home  health 
agency  providing  such  services,  including 
such  services  provided  in  Canada  to  individ- 
uals to  whom  this  subsection  applies  but 
only  to  the  extent  that  the  amount  of  pay- 
ments for  services  otherwise  hereunder  pro- 
vided for  an  individual  exceeds  the  amount 
payable  for  like  services  provided  pursuant 
to  the  law  in  effect  in  the  place  In  Canada 
where  such  services  are  furnished. 


"'(c)  No  Individual  shall  be  entitled  to 
have  payment  made  for  the  same  services, 
which  are  provided  for  in  this  section,  un- 
der both  this  section  and  title  XVIXI  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  and  no  individual  shall 
be  entitled  to  have  payment  made  under  both 
this  section  and  such  title  XVIII  for  more 
than  the  number  of  days  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  determined  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 1804  of  such  Act  or  more  than  180  days 
of  skilled  nursing  facilities  services  during 
any  benefit  period,  or  more  than  two  hundred 
and  forty  visits  in  any  calendar  year  in  which 
home  health  services  are  furnished.  In  any 
case  in  which  an  individual  would,  but  for 
the  preceding  sentence,  be  entitled  to  have 
payment  for  such  services  made  under  both 
this  section  and  such  title  XVIII,  payment 
for  such  services  to  which  such  individual  is 
entitled  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  established  pursuant  to  the 
next  succeeding  sentence,  upon  certification 
by  the  Board  or  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare.  It  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  Board  and  such  Secretary  with  respect 
to  such  cases  jointly  to  establish  procedures 
designed  to  minimize  duplications  of  requests 
for  payment  for  services,  of  elections  for 
purposes  of  determining  the  number  of  days 
of  inpatient  hospital  services  for  which  pay- 
ment may  be  made,  and  of  determinations 
and  to  assign  administrative  functions  be- 
tween them  so  as  to  promote  the  greatest 
facility,  efficiency,  and  consistency  of  admin- 
istration of  this  section  and  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act;  and,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subsection  to  assure  that 
the  rights  of  individuals  under  this  section 
or  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act  shall 
not  be  impaired  or  diminished  by  reason  of 
the  administration  of  this  section  and  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  The  pro- 
cedures so  established  may  be  included  in 
regulations  issued  by  the  Board  and  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
to  implement  this  section  and  such  title 
XVIII,  respectively. 

"'(d)  Any  agreement  entered  into  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare pursuant  to  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  shall  be  entered  into  on  behalf 
of  both  such  Secretary  and  the  Board.  The 
preceding  sentence  shall  not  be  construed 
to  limit  the  authority  of  the  Board  to  enter 
on  its  own  behalf  into  any  such  agreement 
relating  to  services  provided  in  Canada  or 
in  any  facility  devoted  primarily  to  railroad 
employees. 

"'(e)(1)  A  request  for  payment  for  serv- 
ices filed  under  this  section  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  a  request  for  payment  for  services  filed 
as  of  the  same  time  under  title  XVIII  of 
the  Society  Security  Act,  and  a  request  for 
payment  for  services  filed  under  such  title 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  request  for  pay- 
ment for  services  filed  as  of  the  same  time 
under  this  section. 

"  '(2)  An  election  filed  under  this  section 
for  purposes  of  determining  the  number  of 
days  of  inpatient  hospital  services  for  which 
payment  may  be  made,  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 1804(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  shall 
be  deemed  an  election  filed  as  of  the  same 
time  under  section  1804(c)  of  such  Act,  and 
such  an  election  filed  under  such  section 
18004(c)  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  filed 
at  the  same  time  under  this  section. 

"'(f)  The  Board  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  shall  furnish 
each  other  with  such  information,  records, 
and  documents  as  may  be  considered  neces- 
sary to  the  administration  of  this  section  or 
title  XVHI  of  the  Social  Security  Act.' 
"Amendment  preserving  relationship  between 
railroad  retirement  and  old-age  survivors, 
disability,  and  hospital  insurance  systems 
"(b)  Section    (l)(q)    of    such    Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  '1961'  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  '1964'. 


"Financial  interchange  between  railroad  re- 
tirement account  and  Federal  hospital 
insurance  trust  fund 

"(c)(1)  Section  5(k)  (2)  of  such  Act  is 
amended — • 

"(A)  by  striking  out  subparagraphs  (A) 
and  (B)  and  redesignating  subparagraphs 
(C),  (D) ,  and  (E)   as  subparagraphs  (A), 

(B)  ,  and  (C),  respectively; 

"(B)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence 
and  the  last  sentence  of  the  subparagraph 
redesignated  as  subparagraph  (A)  by  sub- 
paragraph (A)  of  this  paragraph; 

"(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  sub- 
paragraph redesignated  as  subparagraph  (A) 
by  subparagraph  (A)  of  this  paragraph  the 
following  new  subdivision: 

"  '(iii)  At  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  end- 
ing June  30,  1966,  and  each  fiscal  year  there- 
after, the  Board  and  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  shall  determine  the 
amount,  if  any,  which,  if  added  to  or  sub- 
tracted from  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  would  place  such  fund  in  the 
same  position  in  which  it  would  have  been 
if  service  as  an  employee  after  December  31, 
1936,  had  been  included  in  the  term  "em- 
ployment" as  defined  in  the  Social  Security 
Act  and  in  the  Federal  Employment  Con- 
tributions Act.  Such  determination  shall  be 
made  no  later  than  June  15  following  the 
close  of  the  fiscal  year.  If  such  amount  is 
to  be  added  to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund  the  Board  shall,  within  ten 
days  after  the  determination,  certify  such 
amount  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for 
transfer  from  the  Retirement  Account  to  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund;  if 
such  amount  is  to  be  subtracted  from  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare shall,  within  ten  days  after  the  determi- 
nation, certify  such  amount  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  the  Treasury  for  transfer  from  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  to 
the  Retirement  Account.  The  amount  so 
certified  shall  further  include  interest  (at 
the  rate  determined  under  subparagraph  (B) 
for  the  fiscal  year  under  consideration)  pay- 
able from  the  close  of  such  fiscal  year  until 
the  date  of  certification.'; 

"(D)  by  striking  out 'subpagraph  (B)  and 

(C)  '  where  it  appears  in  the  subparagraph 
redesignated  as  subparagraph  (B)  by  sub- 
paragraph (A)  of  this  paragraph  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  'subparagraph  (A)'; 
and 

"(E)  by  amending  the  subpagraph  re- 
designated as  subparagraph  (C)  by  subpara- 
graph (A)  of  this  paragraph  to  read  as  fol- 
lows: 

"'(C)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  transfer  to  the 
Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  or  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund  from  the  Retirement  Ac- 
count or  to  the  Retirement  Account  from 
the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  or  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,  as  the  case  may  be,  such 
amounts  as,  from  time  to  time,  may  be  de- 
termined by  the  Board  and  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A) ,  and 
certified  by  the  Board  or  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  transfer 
from  the  Retirement  Account  or  from  the 
Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Funds,  the  Federal  Disability  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,  or  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund.' 

"(2)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  effective  Janu- 
ary 1,  1966.  Such  amendments  and  the 
amendments  made  by  section  202(a)  shall 
not  be  construed  to  increase  or  diminish 
the  sums  to  be  transferred,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  section  5(k)  (2)  of  the  Railroad  Re- 
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tirement  Act  before  their  amendment  by 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection,  between 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Account  and  the 
Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  or  the  Federal  Disability  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund. 

"Part  C — Miscellaneous  provisions 
"Studies  and  Recommendations 
"Sec.  220.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  shall  carry  on  studies 
and  develop  recommendations  to  be  submit- 
ted from  time  to  time  to  the  Congress  relat- 
ing to  ( 1 )  the  adequacy  of  existing  facilities 
for  health  care  for  purposes  of  the  program 
established  by  this  Act;  (2)  methods  for  en- 
couraging the  further  development  of 
efficient  and  economical  forms  of  health 
care  which  are  a  constructive  alternative  to 
inpatient  hospital  care;  (3)  the  feasibility  of 
providing  additional  types  of  health  Insur- 
ance benefits  within  the  financial  resources 
provided  by  this  Act;  and  (4)  the  effects  of 
the  deductibles  upon  beneficiaries,  hospitals, 
and  the  financing  of  the  program." 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, is  that  all  one  amendment  or  a 
series  of  amendments? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  one 
amendment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  for  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  for  a  parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  understood  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Tennessee  to 
say  that  he  was  offering  his  amendment 
as  a  substitute. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  withdrew  the  word 
"substitute".  The  amendment  offered 
is  a  perfecting  amendment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  will  yield  first  for  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry  by  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky. 

Mr.  MORTON.  I  shall  not  propound 
the  parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  take  it  that  the  Sen- 
ator is  not  offering  an  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  a  perfecting  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  to  me 
now? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield.  I  have  not  quite 
finished  my  remarks,  but  I  yield  for  a 
question. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  was  about  to  say 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has  ap- 
parently changed  his  mind.  He  is  not 
offering  his  amendment  as  a  substitute. 
Therefore,  I  am  precluded  from  offering 
an  amendment  to  the  Long  amendment 
which  would  raise  social  security  bene- 
fits from  $40  to  $70.  Apparently  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  desires  to  make 
it  impossible  for  me  to  offer  my  amend- 
ment at  this  time.  I  had  intended  to 
offer  a  series  of  amendments  to  increase 
social  security  benefits  from  $40  to  $70, 
which  it  seems  to  me  would  be  far  more 
helpful  to  the  poor  and  needy  than  the 
proposal  which  is  being  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.   Mr.  President,  I  was  not 


appraised  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Vermont  intended  to  offer  this  or 
any  other  amendment.  I  have  offered 
the  amendment  which  I  have  submitted 
to  accomplish  the  purposes  about  which 
I  have  been  speaking.  I  had  no  way  of 
knowing  what  amendments  other  Sen- 
ators might  wish  to  offer.  I  am  offering 
an  amendment  as  a  perfecting  amend- 
ment. This  amendment  is,  in  substance, 
a  part  of  a  broader  amendment  which  I 
sent  to  the  desk  and  asked  to  have 
printed. 

I  should  now  like  to  conclude  my  re- 
marks. The  social  and  economic  struc- 
ture of  our  country  would  support  my 
proposal.  I  am  impatient  with  the  argu- 
ment that  we  cannot  afford  to  provide 
for  decency  in  old  age.  We  can  afford 
this  program.  It  is  a  sound  program. 
We  can  afford  a  good  medicare  bill.  We 
have  the  time  and  opportunity  to  pass 
a  good  medicare  bill.  Let  us  do  it.  I  am 
as  anxious  as  anyone  to  get  home  and 
campaign,  but  I  am  willing  to  stay  here 
until  this  job  is  done — this  year. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mi-.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  compliment  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee 
for  his  very  fine  presentation.  Earlier 
he  made  some  kind  references  to  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  and  his  efforts 
in  behalf  of  the  program.  I  appreciate 
them.  The  Senator's  presentation  today 
is  most  persuasive.  It  was  done  in  a 
proper  manner.  I  compliment  him 
highly  for  the  excellent  contribution  he 
has  made  to  the  solving  of  this  pressing 
problem. 

Let  me  say  briefly  that  the  Senator  has 
made  reference  in  the  last  part  of  his 
remarks  to  not  wishing  to  go  back  to  the 
old  county  poorhouse  system.  I  agree 
with  that.  What  interested  me  in  trying 
to  do  something  for  our  old  people  a 
great  many  years  ago,  when  I  was  a 
young  man,  was  being  around  a  county 
home  where  the  old  people  were  living. 
Coming  through  the  gate,  I  remember 
seeing  an  old  man  and  an  old  lady,  who 
had  been  together  practically  all  their 
lives,  being  separated  at  that  point.  The 
woman  was  placed  in  the  women's  dormi- 
tory and  the  man  was  placed  in  the  men's 
dormitory.  If  there  was  ever  a  time 
when  those  two  people  needed  one  an- 
other, it  was  then,  in  the  closing  days  of 
their  lives.  Yet  this  is  what  happened 
at  what  is  called  the  county  home,  or  the 
county  hospital,  where  many  people 
wound  up  their  days.  So,  when  the 
Senator  says  that  he  does  not  wish  to  go 
back  to  that  kind  of  living,  I  am  sure  that 
the  American  public  will  support  him 
and  will  not  wish  to  perpetuate  such  a 
system. 

We  can  go  back  to  the  old  tribal  days. 
We  know  what  tribes  did  before  civiliza- 
tion such  as  we  have  known  it  for  many 
centuries.  They  walked  away  from  their 
aged  and  their  sick.  When  the  tribe 
moved,  it  left  its  older  people  and  the  sick 
to  shift  for  themselves.  Is  that  not 
about  the  way  we  have  been  handling  our 
older  people  up  to  now?   We  walk  away 


from  them.  Our  system  today  is  such 
that  we  walk  away  and  let  them  shift 
for  themselves? 

There  is  an  astonishingly  high  rate  of 
suicides  among  our  elderly  people  these 
days.  A  doctor  in  San  Francisco,  whose 
name  escapes  me  for  the  moment,  has 
made  a  study  of  this  situation;  and  he 
has  statistics  that  I  would  not  use  be- 
cause they  are  so  morbid  concerning  the 
number  of  suicides  that  take  place  in  this 
country  among  the  elderly.  The  news- 
papers do  not  print  that  kind  of  news  any 
more.  It  is  not  news  to  them.  This  is 
how  shabbily  we  are  treating  our  older 
people. 

Again,  I  compliment  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee.  I  do  not  believe  that  I  can 
add  anything  to  what  he  has  said,  except 
that  I  am  sure  the  American  people  do 
not  wish  to  go  back  to  the  old  county 
home  system  for  its  elderly  people. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  T  am 
grateful  for  the  generous  and  thought- 
ful comments  of  the  Senator  from  Mich- 
igan. 

Earlier,  I  referred  to  the  study  which 
he  directed.  I  have  found  it  rich  in 
facts.  It  is  full  of  compassion.  It  is 
sound  in  its  proposals.  In  my  view,  this 
is  the  high  watermark  of  the  distin- 
guished service  of  the  very  able  Senator 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamaraI. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  thank  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  wish  to  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  that  as  one  who 
has  been  interested  in  this  field  for  a 
long  time,  I  greatly  appreciate  his  re- 
marks today.  I  appreciate  the  fine 
statements  he  has  made.  He  has  ad- 
vanced the  cause  a  great  deal  with  his 
excellent  presentation. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  grateful  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  for  his  comments. 
I  am  grateful  to  the  Senator  in  this  body 
who  more  than  any  other  Senator  de- 
serves to  be  called  Mr.  Health  Care. 

It  is  only  because  of  his  recent  illness 
that  I  am  performing  the  role  which  I 
have  undertaken  today.  I  am  happy 
that  he  is  back  in  the  Senate  full  of 
vigor  and  with  even  more  determina- 
tion than  when  he  left  . 

Tomorrow,  I  shall  listen  to  him  with 
the  greatest  of  interest  and  approbation. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  I  commend  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee 
for  his  able  presentation,  and  for  the 
leadership  which  he  has  given  and  is 
giving  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mi*.  Anderson]  for  his 
amendment  which  is  being  sponsored  to 
give  medical  care  to  our  elder  citizens. 

I  receive  a  great  amount  of  mail  from 
people  suffering  from  the  economic  haz- 
ards of  old  age.  Some  are  80  years  old. 
They  tell  me  that  they  retired,  when 
they  were  70,  with  $10,000  or  $11,000  in 
cash  saved  up,  and  it  was  all  wiped  out 
when  sickness  came  to  them;  and  now 
they  have  nothing. 
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This  is  badly  needed  legislation.  I 
pledge  my  support  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
and  wish  to  express  my  appreciation  for 
the  hard  work  he  has  done  on  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  comments. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  do  not  wish  to  gild 
the  lily.  The  Senator  from  Tennessee 
has  received  very  proper  tributes.  I 
merely  wish  to  echo  what  many  Senators 
have  said,  that  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  has  made  a  great  con- 
tribution. I  hope  that  his  speech  will  be 
read  by  the  thousands  of  people  who 
read  the  Congressional  Record.  I  be- 
lieve that  it  will  have  its  effect  when  the 
roll  is  called. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  my  very  dear 
friend  the  exceptionally  able  Senator 
from  Illinois. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1252 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  on  Au- 
gust 17,  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
reported  the  bill  now  pending.  Section 
16  of  the  pending  bill  was  amended  in 
the  Finance  Committee  by  the  so-called 
Prouty  amendment.  I  offered  it  in  com- 
mittee, and  it  was  adopted. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  was  to 
make  sure  that  veterans  who  receive  an 
increment  of  5  percent  under  social  se- 
curity, by  virtue  of  the  bill — if  it  is  en- 
acted— would  not  lose,  perhaps,  many 
more  dollars  in  their  veterans'  pensions. 

Since  that  time,  there  has  been  a  hear- 
ing on  the  bill — H.R.  1927 — before  the 
Finance  Committee.  The  Administrator 
of  the  Veterans'  Administration  and  his 
attorneys  have  pointed  out  that  our 
amendment  did  not  accomplish  all  that 
we  sought,  and  that  it  gave  them  certain 
administrative  problems. 

I  then  asked  them,  with  the  permis- 
sion of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  to  meet  with  us  and  work  out 
an  amendment  that  would  accomplish 
the  purpose.  This  has  been  done. 

Now  I  submit  an  amendment  to  sec- 
tion 16  of  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1964,  H.R.  11865,  as  reported 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance.  I 
ask  that  the  amendment  be  printed  and 
be  subject  to  calling  up  at  any  time  there 
may  be  an  opportunity  to  do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
and  lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  that  section  16  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord so  as  to  appear  with  the  amendment 
which  I  have  just  offered. 

There  being  no  objection,  section  16 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Section  16  op  H.R.  11865  as  It  Will  Read 
if  Draft  Amendment  to  Subsection  (a) 
Is  Adopted 

Sec.  16.  (a)  Section  503  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)" 
after  "503.",  and  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following: 

"(b)   Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 


subsection  (a),  in  the  case  of  any  indi- 
vidual— 

"(1)  who  for  the  first  month  after  the 
month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1964  Is  enacted,  is  entitled  to  a 
monthly  insurance  benefit  under  section  202 
or  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

"(2)  who,  for  such  month,  is  entitled  to  a 
monthly  benefit  payable  under  the  provi- 
sions of  this  chapter,  or  under  the  first  sen- 
tence of  section  9(b)  of  the  Veterans'  Pen- 
sion Act  of  1959,  and 

"(3)  whose  insurance  benefit  referred  to 
in  clause  (1)  for  any  subsequent  month  is 
increased  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964, 
there  shall  not  be  counted,  in  determining 
the  annual  income  of  such  individual,  5  per 
centum  of  the  insurance  benefit  as  increased 
by  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964." 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section 
shall  be  applicable  in  determining  income 
received  for  months  after  the  second  month 
following  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Se- 
curity Amendments  of  1964  is  enacted. 

Mr.  MORTON.  I  further  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  a  brief  statement  on 
the  amendment  be  printed  in  the  Record 
so  that  Senators  may  understand  the 
mission  we  are  trying  to  accomplish, 
which  I  am  sure  will  be  accepted  by  the 
Finance  Committee  as  it  was  unani- 
mously accepted  in  committee.  This  is 
merely  a  clarifying  amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 
Statement  on  Proposed  Amendments  to 
H.R.  11865,  88th  Concress 

On  August  17,  1964,  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  ordered  favorably  reported  with 
amendments  the  Social  Security  Amenu- 
ments  of  1964,  H.R.  11865.  Section  16  of  the 
bill  as  reported  is  based  on  an  amendment 
proposed  by  Senator  Prottty  and  others,  and 
is  designed  to  protect  persons  who  are  re- 
ceiving pension  payments  from  the  Veterans' 
Administration,  along  with  social  security 
benefits,  from  loss  or  reduction  of  pension 
as  a  result  of  the  5-percent  across-the-board 
increases  provided  by  H.R.  11865. 

On  August  19,  1964,  during  a  hearing  be- 
fore the  Senate  Committee  on  Finance  on 
H.R.  1927,  involving  certain  liberalizations 
in  the  Veterans'  Administration  pension 
laws,  there  arose  questions  as  to  whether  sec- 
tion 16  of  H.R.  11865  would  protect  all  Vet- 
erans' Administration  pensioners,  and 
whether  it  would  create  a  difficult  problem 
of  administration. 

The  testimony  developed  facts  which  dem- 
onstrate that  the  purpose  of  the  amendment 
submitted  by  Senator  Prouty  can  be  fully 
accomplished  by  the  proposed  amendments 
which  I  now  submit.  They  would  amend 
section  16  of  the  H.R.  11865  to  provide  an 
exclusion  of  5  percent  of  the  social  security 
benefit  in  the  computation  of  income  for 
Veterans'  Administration  pension  purposes. 
This  exclusion  would  be  applicable  to  all 
those  entitled  to  both  VA  pension  and  social 
security  during  the  month  preceding  the 
month  in  which  the  social  security  increases 
provided  by  H.R.  11865  are  effective.  They 
would  protect  not  only  those  receiving  pen- 
sion under  the  so-called  new  pension  law 
(Public  Law  86-211)  but  also  those  receiving 
under  the  "old  law"  (protected)  and  would 
assure  that  no  one  on  the  rolls  would  Jose 
any  VA  pension  by  virtue  of  this  increase 
in  social  security  rates. 

The  percentage  exclusion  would  be  com- 
paratively easy  to  administer  since  it  would 
require  only  a  simple  mathematical  com- 


putation on  the  income  questionnaire  sub- 
mitted each  year  by  the  Veterans'  Adminis- 
tration pension  recipient.  Manual  recourse 
to  claims  folders  would  be  obviated. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  will  state  it. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Would  it  be  in  order 
to  offer  a  further  amendment  to  the 
Long  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Not  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  an- 
ticipated the  ruling  of  the  Chair.  I  had 
intended  to  offer  an  amendment  which 
would  increase  the  benefits  now  being 
paid  to  social  security  beneficiaries  as 
follows: 

Those  now  receiving  between  $40  and 
$49,  would  receive,  under  my  amend- 
ment, $70. 

Those  receiving  $50  to  $59  would  re- 
ceive $77. 

Those  receiving  $60  to  $69,  would  re- 
ceive $84. 

Those  receiving  $70  to  $79  would  re- 
ceive $91. 

Those  receiving  $80  to  $89  would  re- 
ceive $98. 

Those  receiving  $90  to  $99  would  re- 
ceive $106. 

Those  receiving  $100  to  $109  would  re- 
ceive $116. 

Those  receiving  $110  to  $119  would  re- 
ceive, under  my  proposal,  $126. 

Those  receiving  $120  to  $127  would  re- 
ceive $134.  Those  with  an  average 
monthly  wage  of  $412  would  receive  $134. 
Those  with  an  average  monthly  wage  of 
$450  would  receive  $144.  I  shall  go  into 
this  at  some  length  later  on.  I  believe 
this  is  the  way  to  help  our  elderly  people. 

I  point  out  that  in  the  Dominion  of 
Canada,  any  citizen  70  years  of  age  or 
older  receives  $75.  There  is  no  social 
security  program  in  Canada.  But,  at 
least  in  that  country,  it  is  felt  that  a 
minimum  for  anyone  70  years  of  age  or 
older  should  be  not  less  than  $75. 

The  minimum  that  I  provided  under 
the  social  security  program  in  this  coun- 
try was  $70. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1255 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  amendment  which  I  intend 
to  offer  to  the  amendment  of  the  distin- 
guished junior  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long]  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  will  be  received,  and  printed, 
and  will  lie  on  the  table.  Also,  without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  (No.  1255)  submitted 
by  Mr.  Prouty,  intended  to  be  proposed 
by  him  to  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Long 
of  Louisiana  (No.  1254)  to  House  bill 
11865,  supra,  is  as  follows: 

Strike  all  of  the  Long  amendment,  except 
that  portion  which  proposes  to  add  a  new 
section  19  to  the  bill,  and  insert  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following: 

"Strike  out  the  table  appearing  on  pages 
2  and  3  of  the  bill,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following  table: 


1964 
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"I 

(Primary  insurance  bene- 
fit under  1939  Act,  as 
modified) 

n 

(Primary  Insurance 
amount  under  1958  Act, 
as  modified) 

III 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 
family 
benefits) 

If  an  Individual's  primary 
insurance  benefit  (as  de- 
termined under  subscc. 
(d))  is- 

Or  his  primary  insurance 
amount  (as  determined 
under  subscc.  (c))  is — 

Or  his  average  monthly 
wage    (as  determined 
under  subscc.  (b))  Is — 

The  amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 
benefits  pay- 
able (as  pro- 
vided in  sec. 

203  (a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 

and  self- 
employment 
income  shall 
be— 

At  least— 

But  not  more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not  more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not  more 
than — 

$19.24 

$40 

$49 

$83 

$70.00 

$105. 00 

$19.  25 

24.20 

60 

59 

$84 

101 

77.00 

115.  50 

24.21 

29.25 

60 

69 

102 

132 

84.  00 

126.  00 

29.26 

35.00 

70 

79 

133 

178 

91.00 

142.  40 

35.01 

41.76 

80 

89 

179 

225 

98.00 

180.00 

41. 77 

00 

99 

226 

272 

106.00 

217.  60 

100 

109 

273 

319 

116.00 

254.00 

110 

119 

320 

305 

126.00 

266.00 

120 

127 

366 

412 

134.00 

284.80 

413 

450 

144.00 

300.  00" 

Sec.  2.  Add  at  the  end  of  the  bill  the  follow- 
ing new  sections. 

"Sec.  — .  In  addition  to  amounts  appro- 
priated under  other  provisions  of  law  to  the 
Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  there  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  such  fund,  from  time  to 
time,  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to 
equal,  with  respect  to  each  individual  who 
becomes  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  by  reason  of  the 
amendments  made  by  this  Act,  payments  to 
such  individuals  to  the  extent  that  they  ex- 
ceed additional  contributions  to  such  trust 
fund  provided  for  by  this  Act. 

"Sec.  — .  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
visions of  this  Act,  no  increase  in  social  secu- 
rity benefits  provided  for  by  this  Act  shall 
be  counted  in  determining  the  annual  income 
of  an  individual  entitled  to  a  monthly  benefit 
under  Chapter  15  or  the  first  sentence  of 
Section  9(b)  of  the  Veterans  Pension  Act  of 
1959." 

OPPOSITION  TO  MEDICARE  AMENDMENT  TO  1964 
SOCIAL   SECURITY  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  PEARSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
medical  expenses  of  our  needy  elderly 
citizens  can — and  often  do — constitute  a 
serious  financial  strain  on  limited  re- 
sources. The  need  to  be  certain  that 
these  citizens  secure  adequate  medical 
attention  is  widely  accepted  by  all  sec- 
tors of  the  American  public.  We  dis- 
agree, however,  over  the  manner  in 
which  this  problem  can  most  effectively 
be  resolved. 

Two  years  ago,  this  bod:'  debated  a 
proposal  designed  to  finance  health  care 
for  the  aged  under  social  security.  As  a 
consequence  of  that  very  thorough  de- 
bate, the  proposed  program  was  rejected. 
We  now  face  debate  over  a  similar  legis- 
lative measure.  Differences,  to  make  the 
scheme  more  palatable,  do  exist  between 
the  current  version  and  that  of  1962. 
For  example,  the  present  proposal  has  an 
optional  feature.  An  eligible  participant 
could  receive  either  a  $7  monthly  in- 
crease in  social  security  benefits,  without 
health  insurance;  or  he  could  receive 
health-insurance  coverage  and  an  in- 
crease of  only  $2  a  month  in  social  secu- 
rity benefits. 

The  health  benefits  would  offer  90  days 
of  hospitalization,  with  a  2V2 -day  de- 
ductible provision;  or  45  days  of  hospi- 
talization, with  no  deductible — less  than 
was  proposed  in  1962.    The  amount  of 


nursing-home  care  and  visiting-nurse 
services  would  be  reduced  below  that  of 
the  1962  plan,  and  outpatient  diagnostic 
services  would  be  omitted. 

Persons  over  65 — not  covered  by  social 
security — would  be  extended  health- 
service  benefits  free  of  any  cost,  since 
they  would  not  have  contributed  to  social 
security. 

The  proposal  envisages  administration 
by  a  national  private  organization,  sup- 
posedly to  remove  the  curse  of  Federal 
Government  domination. 

The  cost  of  the  proposed  reduced 
health  program  would  be  met  by  an  in- 
crease in  the  taxable  wage  base  from 
$4,800  to  $5,400  and  by  an  increase  in 
the  social  security  tax  rate  for  both  em- 
ployees and  employers.  That  rate  would 
increase  on  January  1,  1965,  to  3.9  per- 
cent, with  an  ultimate  goal  of  5  percent 
by  1971  stipulated.  The  cost  of  the  new 
plan  would  thus  be  greater  than  that  of 
the  1962  plan,  although  the  benefits 
would  be  less. 

These  differences  in  the  1964  edition 
of  a  health-care  program  under  social 
security  nevertheless  represent  no  basic 
change  in  the  1962  legislative  measure. 

On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  President,  en- 
actment of  the  proposed  health-care  pro- 
gram currently  before  us  would  represent 
a  grave  and  unwarranted  challenge  to 
many  facets  of  American  life. 

The  American  medical  profession  could 
not  expect  to  avoid  the  damaging  reper- 
cussions of  a  heavy  Federal  hand,  as  a 
result  of  Federal  intervention. 

The  increasingly  successful  Kerr-Mills 
health-care  program  would  undoubtedly 
suffer  the  consequences  of  duplication 
and  needless  competition  in  a  field  in 
which  we  simply  cannot  afford  wasted 
effort  and  misuse  of  resources. 

Present  contributors  in  the  social  secu- 
rity system  and  the  system  itself  would 
be  subject  to  inappropriate  financial 
stress. 

Although  no  one  can  logically  or  le- 
gitimately maintain  that  the  proposed 
program  in  its  somewhat  limited  form 
would  constitute  socialized  medicine,  no 
one  can  deny  that  the  program,  if  en- 
acted, would  represent  a  first,  big  step  in 
that  direction.   The  fact  that  only  in- 


stitutional and  certain  limited  medical 
expenses  would  be  covered  paves  the  way, 
nonetheless,  for  extension  of  Federal  cov- 
erage in  the  future.  The  political 
exigencies  which  result  in  election-year 
expansion  of  the  basic  social-security 
program  assure  this  result.  By  the  same 
token,  Federal  responsibility  in  meeting 
institutional  and  medical  expenses  of 
this  spectrum  of  private  citizens — some 
poor,  and  some  wealthy;  some  in  need, 
and  some  not — would  soon  produce  de- 
mands for  even  broader  inclusion.  Fed- 
eral influence  would  be  committed  irrev- 
ocably in  all  aspects  of  medical  care — 
institutions,  drugs,  and  medical  practice. 

American  medicine  has  achieved  an 
unprecedented  level  of  development 
through  its  own  efforts.  The  health  and 
welfare  of  this  Nation  have  correspond- 
ingly benefited.  We  have  every  reason 
to  expect  that  we  shall  benefit  further 
and  more  completely  in  the  future.  In 
view  of  these  considerations,  it  would 
appear  foolish  to  endanger  this  high  level 
of  initiative  and  performance  by  im- 
posing the  heavy  blanket  of  Government 
supervision.  A  Federal  health  program, 
financed  under  social  security,  would 
represent  such  a  danger. 

Existing  health  legislation  would, 
furthermore,  be  subject  to  the  damaging 
repercussions  of  a  second  federally  spon- 
sored health-care  program.  In  1960,  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  was  established. 
Based  on  a  time-tested  Federal-State  ar- 
rangement which  provides  for  Federal 
guidelines  and  individual  State  adminis- 
tration, the  Kerr-Mills  program  has,  in 
the  past  4  years,  been  successfully  imple- 
mented in  38  States.  Authorization  of 
enabling  funds  has  been  approved  in  four 
additional  States.  Thus,  only  eight 
States  have  so  far  failed  to  accept  the 
Kerr-Mills  program. 

Enactment  of  the  presently  proposed 
health  program,  therefore,  might  well 
eclipse  the  effectiveness  of  the  Kerr-Mills 
program,  through  needless  duplication. 
It  might,  in  the  final  analysis,  endanger 
a  sound  and  widely  accepted  health  pro- 
gram for  the  elderly.  Inadequacies  and 
flaws  in  this  program  do  exist.  Our  ef- 
forts, however,  should  be  devoted  to 
strengthening  and  improving  this  pro- 
gram, rather  than  blindly  and  hurriedly 
resorting  to  an  election-year  gimmick,  at 
the  ultimate  expense  of  the  very  persons 
whom  this  measure  is  alleged  to  assist. 

As  a  matter  of  record,  Mr.  President,  if 
this  administration  had  devoted  to  im- 
provement of  the  Kerr-Mills  program  a 
fraction  of  the  effort  it  has  devoted  to 
promoting  this  medicare  scheme,  we 
would  not  have  need  for  this  debate 
today,  for  the  needs  of .  our  elderly  ill 
would  be  satisfied. 

The  financing  provisions  of  this  health 
program  would  constitute  a  greatly  in- 
creased burden  on  the  present  partici- 
pants. The  immediate  increase  in  the 
withholding  rate — three-tenths  of  1  per- 
cent— is,  by  itself,  not  great.  However, 
when  coupled  with  expansion  of  the  tax- 
able wage  base  from  $4,800  to  $5,400  and 
a  combined  employer- employee  with- 
holding rate  of  10  percent  by  1971,  the 
picture  changes. 

A  young  man — and  especially  a  young 
working  couple — with  sharp  pencils  will 
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quickly  calculate  that  this  program, 
which  would  soon  prove  to  be  inadequate, 
would  be  an  extremely  costly  bargain. 
To  many  who  so  eagerly  accept  the 
slogan  of  "medicare"  as  a  solution  to  a 
complicated  social  and  economic  prob- 
lem, an  increase  from  one-half  of  1  per- 
cent to  2  percent,  or  more,  in  personal  i 
income-tax  rates  would  be  an  appalling 
proposal.  Yet,  an  increase  in  social  secu- 
rity taxes  on  gross  income,  with  an  in- 
crease in  the  tax  base,  as  here  proposed, 
constitutes  nothing  less  than  such  a 
major  tax  increase. 

In  a  word,  the  increased  cost  burden 
which  would  rest  on  the  shoulders  of 
present  contributors  would,  indeed,  rep- 
resent a  pressing  financial  load. 

Furthermore,  sponsors  of  this  proposi- 
tion have  freely  admitted  that  a  com- 
bined social  security  withholding  tax  of 
10  percent  would  represent  a  maximum 
tax  burden  to  support  the  social  security 
system  itself.  The  health  care  amend- 
ment now  before  us  would  result  in  that 
level  by  1971.  If  this  program  were  to 
be  accepted,  we  would  have  tied  our 
hands  completely  with  respect  to  future 
adjustments  in  social  security  benefits  in 
order  to  meet  unforeseen  contingencies. 

The  proposed  medical  care  for  the 
aged  amendment  to  the  1964  social  secu- 
rity bill  is  a  compromising  half  measure ; 
it  would  achieve  little  for  those  who  need 
it,  while  subjecting  the  very  fabric  of 
American  life  to  the  strain  of  severe  and 
unnecessary  sacrifices.  These  sacrifices 
might  be  worthy  of  the  cost  if  the  re- 
wards forthcoming,  as  a  result,  were  of 
sufficient  magnitude.  But  I  state  def- 
initely and  emphatically  that  they  would 
not  be. 

We  have  presently  in  operation  an  ap- 
propriate and  effective  alternative  to  the 
proposed  health  care  plan.  This  alter- 
native has  been  implemented  by  the  vast 
majority  of  our  States.  It  should  be  im- 
proved as  needs  dictate,  and  should  be 
financed  on  a  pay  as  you  go  basis. 

When  this  proposition  was  before  the 
Senate  in  1962,  I  contended  that  it  rep- 
resented the  elixir  of  the  frontier  medi- 
cineman: it  promised  much,  but  in  the 
end  left  only  an  empty  purse  and  a  bad 
taste.  That  description  applies  equally 
well  to  this  measure. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  President,  I 
register  my  strong  opposition  to  a  health 
care  program  for  the  aged,  under  social 
security,  as  now  proposed. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  Old-Age  Survivors, 
and  Disability  Insurance  System,  to  pro- 
vide child's  insurance  benefits  beyond  age 
18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's 
benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to 
provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals 
not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  im- 
prove the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

REQUEST  FOR  PRIVILEGE  OF  THE 
FLOOR 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Irvin  Wolkstein, 
of  the  Social  Security  Adminstration,  be 
permitted  to  be  present  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  during  the  debate  on  the 
pending  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, reserving  the  right  to  object,  per- 
haps we  would  be  willing  to  agree  to  the 
presence  of  someone  from  the  executive 
branch  to  help  those  who  are  opposing 
the  amendment.  But  I  have  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  discuss  that  subject  with 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee,  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia IMr.  ByrdI.  He  is  not  in  the  city 
at  the  present  time.  He  will  be  in  the 
Chamber  some  time  later  today.  I  may 
be  able  to  agree  after  I  have  discussed 
the  subject  with  the  chairman  of  the 
committee.  At  the  present  time  I  feel 
I  must  object. 


Mr.  ANDERSON.  This  Is  an  ex- 
tremely unusual  situation. 

At  the  time  the  King-Anderson  bill 
was  previously  considered,  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  was  permitted  to  have 
with  him  three  members  of  the  social 
security  staff,  not  merely  one.  Two  ad- 
ditional members  of  the  Social  Security 
staff  were  permitted  to  sit  with  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico.  I  am  willing  to 
accept  the  verdict  but  is  is  an  unusual 
procedure.  I  have  seen  with  my  own 
eyes,  and  so  has  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana, members  of  the  staff  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  and  the  Joint  Eco- 
nomic Committee  sitting  over  there  be- 
side the  Senator. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  hope  the 
Senator  will  remain  long  enough  to  get 
my  response  to  his  statement.  I  man- 
aged the  most  significant  revenue  bill 
that  we  have  had  in  the  history  of  this 
country.  That  was  the  Revenue  Act  of 
1964.  I  had  the  help  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  at  that  time. 
We  did  not  ask  to  have  anyone  from 
the  Treasury  sit  with  us  in  the  Chamber 
at  that  time.  They  were  available  to 
us  off  the  floor,  but  we  did  not  ask  that 
any  of  them  be  permitted  to  come  to 
the  floor  of  the  Senate.  I  do  not  plan 
to  object  to  the  Senator  bringing  some- 
one to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  after  I 
have  had  an  opportunity  to  discuss  the 
subject  with  other  members  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

I  know  what  it  is  to  be  pilloried  before 
this  body  when  someone  supporting  my 
side  asked  unanimous  consent  to  bring 
an  expert  to  the  floor  of  the  Senate  to 
help  him  explain  his  bill  or  his  amend- 
ment. Some  of  the  sponsors  of  the 
amendment  would  stand  up  and  pillory 
those  of  use  who  supported,  for  example, 
the  tidelands  bill  because  we  brought 
someone  to  the  floor  who  had  some  tech- 
nical knowledge  of  some  of  the  problems. 

Furthermore,  while  I  am  on  the  sub- 
ject, I  should  like  to  say  that  while  those 
sponsoring  amendments  had  every  right 
to  do  so,  on  occasion  they  have  objected 
to  representatives  of  the  executive 
branch  even  sitting  inside  the  Finance 
Committee  while  we  discussed  technical 
subjects  in  connection  with  tax  bills. 
Senators  have  a  right  to  make  such  an 
objection.  That  is  a  problem  with  which 
we  have  had  to  deal.  I  am  being  no 
more  difficult  about  this  subject  than 
other  Senators,  some  of  whom  are  spon- 
soring amendments  to  the  pending  bill. 
I  have  a  regard  for  that  position.  The 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Finance 
Committee  has  a  right  to  object  if  he 
wishes  to  do  so.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  making  his  request  prema- 
turely. I  do  not  plan  to  object  if  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  committee 
does  not  wish  to  object. 

If  the  Senator  wishes  to  have  a  record 
of  having  made  the  request  and  having 
the  request  objected  to,  that  is  his  privi- 
lege. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  May  I  ask  the  Sen- 
ator if  he  has  anyone  in  the  Chamber 
from  the  Library  of  Congress? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.   I  believe  so. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  believe  so,  too. 
What  is  the  difference  between  having 
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personnel  from  the  Library  of  Congress 
and  personnel  from  the  social  security 
agency  when  the  Senate  is  considering  a 
social  security  matter? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  They  are 
available  to  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  do  not  want  them. 
I  want  personnel  from  the  social  secu- 
rity agency. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  have  per- 
mission to  have  present  those  who  are 
here.  The  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
can  obtain  permission  in  due  course.  I 
do  not  plan  to  object  to  his  request,  but 
I  intend  to  discuss  the  decision  with  cer- 
tain Senators  who  are  not  now  present. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  This  is  a  somewhat 
technical  bill.  I  believe  the  Senator  will 
find  that  this  is  the  first  time  that  a  re- 
quest for  help  on  a  social  security  bill 
has  been  refused. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  would  be 
surprised  if  this  were  the  first  objection 
to  having  someone  come  on  the  floor  to 
help  as  an  adviser.  I  have  brought  per- 
sons on  the  floor,  and  objections  have 
been  entered.  I  have  been  as  willing  as 
any  other  Senator  to  have  staff  members 
present  to  assist  Senators,  and  to  hear 
what  is  going  on  and  advise  Senators, 
but  I  am  not  ready  to  agree  to  the  re- 
quest now.   Perhaps  I  shall  do  so  later. 

I  urge  the  Senator,  who  is  an  able  par- 
liamentarian, and  who  is  one  of  the  most 
honorable  gentlemen  I  have  ever  known, 
to  give  us  an  opportunity  to  discuss  this 
request  with  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee. I  am  not  sure  that  I  am  even  in 
charge  of  the  bill.  It  depends  on  what 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  wishes  to 
do.  The  Senator  knows  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  suffered 
a  tragic  event  this  past  week  and  has 
not  been  present.  He  will  be  here  today. 
After  I  consult  with  him  I  shall  give 
the  Senator  the  answer.  I  am  sure  the 
answer  will  be  to  give  permission.  But 
I  hope  the  Senator  will  not  put  pressure 
on  me  now. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  do  not  intend  to 
put  any  pressure  on  the  Senator,  but  I 
will  add  one  thing.  When  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  asked  for  help  on  the 
floor,  he  received  it.  Now,  when  a  Sena- 
tor who  is  proposing  the  Anderson-King 
measure  requests  help,  he  cannot  get  it. 

Mr.  President,  we  again  are  engaged 
in  debate  over  how  best  to  provide  a 
way  of  paying  the  cost  of  health  care 
for  the  aged.  We  debated  this  subject 
in  this  Chamber  in  1960,  and  again  in 
1962.  Over  the  years  the  studies  and 
statistics  and  surveys  have  piled  up 
showing  that  the  elderly  are  the  age 
group  most  desperately  in  need  of  an 
adequate  means  of  paying  for  health  and 
hospital  services.  And  while  the  evi- 
dence has  mounted  that  the  need  is 
urgent,  the  numbers  of  aged  have  in- 
creased, the  cost  of  care  has  increased, 
and  a  variety  of  attempts — both  public 
and  private — to  relieve  the  problem  have 
met  with,  at  best,  quite  narrow  results. 

There  are  no  really  new  facts  to  sub- 
stantiate our  case  for  effectively  coping 
with  this  national  need  by  inaugurating 
a  program  of  health  insurance  for  the 
aged  through  social  security.  Statistics 
have  been  brought  up  to  date.  Surveys 
have  been  made  current.    Both  the 


House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  and 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  have  held 
hearings  in  this  Congress  on  the  matter. 
The  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Aging 
has  thoroughly  examined  the  capacity, 
the  willingness,  and  the  performance  of 
private  insurance  to  provide  adequate  In- 
surance protection  at  premiums  the  aged 
can  afford. 

The  committee  found  that  only  a  little 
over  half  of  the  elderly  have  any  kind 
of  health  insurance  protection  despite 
intensive  efforts  during  recent  years  to 
supply  the  needed  protection.  The  num- 
ber of  older  people  without  any  protec- 
tion today  is  nearly  as  large  as  it  was  5 
years  ago;  over  8  million  aged  persons 
have  no  health  insurance  at  all.  An  ad- 
ditional 3  million  aged  have  commercial 
health  insurance  policies  that  pay  $10  a 
day  or  less  toward  hospital  daily  room 
charges  which  now  average  more  than 
$20. 

These  policies,  Mr.  President,  were  in- 
adequate to  begin  with;  rising  hospital 
charges  compound  their  inadequacy. 

Mr.  President,  six  members  of  the  Sen- 
ate Finance  Committee — Senators  Doug- 
las, Gore,  McCarthy,  Hartke,  Ribicoff, 
and  the  senior  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico— signed  minority  views  in  the  com- 
mittee report  on  H.R.  11865.  We  stated 
further  on  the  subject  of  private  insur- 
ance: 

The  guarantee  that  a  policy  is  renewable 
Is  not  too  meaningful  If  the  policy  does  not 
meet  current  hospital  charges  and  1/  the 
premiums  are  constantly  being  increased. 
Probably  less  than  a  million — 5  to  6  percent 
of  the  aged — have  health  insurance  protec- 
tion covering  as  much  as  40  percent  of  to- 
day's average  medical  costs.  Such  protection, 
when  available,  costs  over  $400  a  year  for  a 
couple,  and  in  some  cases  as  much  as  $550 
a  year,  one-fifth  of  the  average  aged  couple's 
income. 

Private  insurance  by  itself  cannot  meet 
the  needs  of  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
older  people  for  a  program  providing  ade- 
quate protection  at  acceptable  costs.  With 
a  social  security  hospital  Insurance  program 
in  effect,  private  insurance  would  have  a 
vital  and  major  role  to  play.  Relieved  of 
the  Impossible  strain  of  somehow  having  to 
pay  for  the  most  expensive  insurance — hos- 
pital coverage — many  older  people  would  be 
in  a  position  to  purchase  private  Insurance 
protection  against  other  health  costs.  Many, 
for  example,  would  be  able  to  purchase  ma- 
jor medical-expense  policies  now  available, 
which  could  serve  to  compliment  the  basic 
social  security  protection. 

In  1960  we  enacted  a  program — Kerr- 
Mills — to  provide  medical  assistance  for 
the  aged  who  were  not  necessarily  im- 
poverished. This  assistance,  largely  with 
Federal  funds  matched  by  State  contri- 
butions, was  supposed  to  aid  those  per- 
sons 65  or  over  who  were  medically  In- 
digent; that  is,  persons  who  were  not  on 
relief  rolls,  but  who  did  not  have  the  re- 
sources to  meet  hospital  and  medical  ex- 
penses. 

I  remember  the  late  Senator  Kerr's 
forecast  that  10  million  aged  persons 
would  be  eligible  for  assistance  under 
the  Kerr-Mills  law.  The  opponents  of  a 
social  security  health  insurance  program 
are  the  most  vigorous  ardent  backers  of 
Kerr-Mills.  They  claim  a  host  of  virtues 
for  this  program.  It  avoids  Federal  con- 
trol. It  does  not  burden  the  social  secu- 
rity   taxpayer    because    financing  is 


through  general  Treasury  funds  and  the 
States.  It  avoids  the  spectre  of  social- 
ized medicine.  It  gives  the  aged  the  kind 
of  medical  and  hospital  care  they  need. 

The  4  intervening  years  since  the  en- 
actment of  Kerr-Mills  has  not  borne  out 
any  of  these  claims. 

The  protection  under  the  Kerr-Mills 
programs  is  exceedingly  spotty;  it  varies 
from  State  to  State  and  seems  to  depend 
not  on  the  needs  of  the  elderly  people  in 
the  State  but  on  entirely  unrelated  fac- 
tors— the  resources  of  the  States,  the 
political  views  of  its  legislators,  the  pres- 
sures in  the  State  to  keep  taxes  as  low 
or  lower  than  elsewhere  so  as  to  attract 
industry. 

There  are,  for  example,  10  States  that 
have  no  program  at  all  as  yet,  and  in  11 
others  the  programs  have  been  author- 
ized but  not  implemented.  In  the  States 
that  have  going  programs,  generally 
these  programs  are  greatly  limited  in  the 
scope  of  the  benefits  they  provide  and  re- 
strictive in  their  eligibility  requirements. 
For  example,  in  some  States  hospital 
care  is  limited  to  acute  illness  or  injury 
or  to  conditions  which  are  life  endanger- 
ing or  which  threaten  sight.  Under  al- 
most all  States  with  Kerr-Mills  laws,  only 
persons  who  are  substantially  without 
resources  are  eligible.  Usually,  where  the 
individual  has  assets  amounting  to  more 
than  stipulated  amounts,  he  would  either 
be  disqualified  or  be  forced  to  use  the 
excess  to  meet  the  costs  of  the  services 
furnished  him.  The  asset  limitations  are 
as  low  as  $500  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia. If  assets  are  brought  down  to  the 
specified  levels,  the  small  interest  and 
dividends  formerly  expected  are  lost  for- 
ever and  the  person  may  become  a  per- 
manent charge  on  the  community. 

Let  me  illustrate  with  a  fairly  repre- 
sentative case — a  single  person  with  an 
annual  income  of  $1,850  and  with  assets 
in  addition  to  his  house  valued  at  $1,000 
and  life  insurance  with  a  cash  surrender 
value  of  $500,  who  needs  hospital  care 
costing  $375  and  physicians'  care  costing 
$125.  According  to  the  most  recent  data 
available,  his  costs  for  these  services 
would  be  paid  in  full  under  the  Kerr- 
Mills  programs  in  only  three  States  in 
the  United  States — Idaho,  Massachu- 
setts, and  New  York.  In  three  other 
States — Louisiana,  New  York,  and  New 
Jersey — he  would  be  eligible  to  receive 
part  but  not  all  of  these  services.  In  only 
six  States  would  he  have  received  any  aid 
at  all. 

Now,  the  case  of  an  aged  couple  with 
an  annual  income  amounting  to  $3,000. 
total  liquid  assets  valued  at  $1,000  and 
life  insurance  with  a  cash  surrender  value 
of  $500,  who  need  hospital  care  costing 
$375  and  physicians' services  costing  $125. 
They  would  be  eligible  to  receive  payment 
for  these  services  in  full  under  the  Kerr- 
Mills  programs  in  only  five  States — New 
Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  Oklahoma, 
Pennsylvania,  and  West  Virginia.  In 
only  four  other  States — Florida,  Loui- 
siana, Massachusetts,  and  New  York — 
would  part  of  their  costs  have  been  paid. 
In  41  States  no  aid  would  be  provided. 

The  glaring  inadequacies  in  the  Kerr- 
Mills  programs  as  they  stand  today,  4 
years  after  the  Federal  legislation  was 
passed,  show  beyond  any  doubt  that  these 
programs  are  not  doing  the  job  they  were 
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intended  to  do.  Most  of  the  States  sim- 
ply do  not  have  the  funds  to  put  up  in 
order  to  obtain  money  from  the  Federal 
Treasury  to  finance  adequate  programs. 

But  what  would  happen  if  we  do  not 
allow  social  security  to  deal  with  the 
problem  of  high  health-care  costs  of  the 
aged?  Then  the  responsibility  would  go 
by  default  to  the  Kerr-Mills  programs. 
And  that  is  where  lies  the  great  danger. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
Kerr-Mills  law  is  intended  to  cover  those 
who  are  determined  to  be  indigent? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  expression  "the 
medically  indigent,"  has  been  used  con- 
stantly. Apparently  there  is  some  pride 
in  that  classification.  On  the  other 
hand,  those  who  desire  to  retain  their 
dignity  and  self-respect  are  barred  from 
that  program.  Many  of  us  discussed  this 
point  at  the  time.  Among  them  were 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore], 
and  I.  We  were  present  when  the  bill 
was  presented.  We  did  not  object  to 
what  the  proponents  were  trying  to  do. 
We  knew  that  they  were  trying  to  do 
something.  We  merely  objected  to  the 
way  it  was  being  done.  We  thought  it 
should  be  done  more  favorably.  How- 
ever, we  refused  to  say  to  Senator  Kerr 
that  we  objected  to  what  he  was  trying 
to  do. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  proposal  before  the 
Senate  now  would  not  take  from  any 
medically  indigent  person  the  benefits 
available  to  him  under  the  Kerr-Mills 
law,  would  it? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.    Not  at  all. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  current  proposal 
seeks  to  provide  a  system  of  health  in- 
surance through  the  social  security  pro- 
gram to  those  who  are  neither  medically 
indigent  nor  wish  so  to  bceome.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  I  believe  that 
the  most  significant  thing  that  has  hap- 
pended  in  a  long  time,  so  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  was  what  happened  when  the 
able  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits] 
organized  a  group  to  study  the  social  se- 
curity program  along  with  his  health 
program.  Senator  Javits  and  some  of 
us  did  not  agree  as  to  how  the  program 
should  be  administered.  In  general  he 
supports  health  care  for  the  aged,  and 
did  then,  but  he  had  not  quite  yet  come 
to  the  point  where  he  thought  it  should 
be  handled  only  through  social  security. 

However,  he  did  do  something  for 
which  I  commend  him,  and  which  all 
Senators  might  well  follow.  He  tried 
to  obtain  the  best  panel  possible  to  study 
the  problem.  He  put  on  that  panel  such 
distinguished  people  as  Marion  Folsom, 
of  the  Eastman  Kodak  Co.,  a  former  Sec- 
retary of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare in  the  Eisenhower  administration. 
He  also  placed  on  that  panel  Arthur 
Larson,  a  high  official  in  that  adminis- 
tration. 

It  was  not  a  packed  jury.  It  was  a  fair 
jury.  It  reported  that  the  basic  program 
should  be  conducted  through  the  social 
security  system.  The  great  business 
genius  who  was  guiding  the  Eastman 


Kodak  Co.  was  smart  enough  to  know 
that  the  basic  program  could  be  best  ad- 
ministered and  administered  in  the 
cheapest  way  by  handling  it  through  the 
social  security  system. 

The  group  of  doctors  and  statesmen 
whom  the  Senator  from  New  York  got 
together  came  to  that  conclusion.  Of 
course,  it  is  the  only  conclusion  that 
could  be  reached  by  any  person  who 
looked  at  the  subject  carefully. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  first 
I  should  like  to  state  that  I  have  a  very 
high  regard  for  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  in  dealing  in 
this  field.  Therefore  I  appreciate  his 
statement.  I  have  listened  to  the  col- 
loquy between  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]  and  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico.  Do  I  correctly  understand 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
would  not  repeal  the  Kerr-Mills  law  even 
if  additional  legislation  were  passed? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes,  indeed.  We 
would  not  repeal  the  Kerr-Mills  law.  In 
1960  the  Kerr-Mills  bill  never  had  what 
really  could  be  regarded  as  1  minute  of 
hearing  by  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
when  the  committee  was  meeting  in  the 
Old  Supreme  Court  Chamber,  because  a 
health  care  bill  was  to  be  presented,  and 
other  bills  were  before  the  committee. 
Three  of  those  bills  were  before  the  com- 
mittee when  Senator  Kerr,  of  Oklahoma, 
brought  forward  his  proposal.  Nothing 
was  said  before  the  committee  in  execu- 
tive session.  Nothing  could  be  said.  The 
Senator  from  Kansas  knows  that  to  be 
true,  because  he  was  present.  We  said  it 
looked  like  a  device  to  cut  down  the  bill 
that  was  pending. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  said, 
"Oh,  no.  This  is  to  take  care  of  people 
who  are  indigent."  All  of  us  voted  for  it. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  sat  side  by  side, 
as  they  do  now,  in  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  and  discussed  what  our  attitude 
should  be.  We  decided  that  we  could 
not  oppose  that  sort  of  program,  but  we 
did  not  believe  it  should  be  used  as  a 
substitute  for  what  we  all  know  to  be  a 
dignified  way  of  handling  the  problem, 
and  which  so  many  people  believe  to  be 
the  only  way  to  handle  it;  namely, 
the  social  security  system,  not  only  for 
the  benefit  of  those  who  are  medically 
indigent,  but  for  all  who  are  aged. 

Recently  I  spent  a  few  days  in  the 
hospital  and,  therefore,  I  speak  from 
experience.  I  found  that  the  charges 
were  not  running  at  $20  or  $25  a  day, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  my  first  5  days  in 
the  hospital  ran  to  something  like  $200 
a  day  in  all.  I  found  that  it  was  a  great 
deal  more  costly  than  had  been  antici- 
pated. 

Fortunately  I  have  insurance  which 
covers  the  cost.  Even  if  I  did  not  have 
the  insurance,  I  have  reached  the  stage 
in  life  where  I  am  past  65,  and  I  can 
deduct  the  entire  amount  of  my  medical 
bills  in  my  income  tax  return.  However, 
what  would  happen  to  a  person  who  did 
not  have  such  insurance?  I  shall  never 
be  in  favor  of  repealing  the  basic  pro- 


visions for  helping  people  who  are  indi- 
gent and  who  need  help. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  win 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes;  I  yield  to  the 
Senator,  and  I  apologize  for  making  my 
reply  so  long. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  believe  that  yester- 
day the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]  offered  a  new  pro- 
posal, so  to  speak,  on  medicare,  to  care 
for  people  under  the  social  security  pro- 
gram. I  have  not  had  time  to  study  his 
proposal  or  to  analyze  it.  I  have  tried  to 
read  through  it.  I  do  not  wish  to  speak 
in  a  critical  way,  but  here,  too,  is  a  pro- 
posal on  which  no  hearings  had  been 
held.   Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  With  one  excep- 
tion. We  have  been  trying  to  hold  hear- 
ings on  it.  This  proposal  is  largely  the 
King-Anderson  bill.  In  1962  I  made  a 
motion  in  the  Committee  on  Finance  to 
have  hearings  on  the  bill.  As  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  knows,  that  motion 
was  voted  down.  Therefore  we  could  not 
have  hearings.  The  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas participated  in  voting  down  that 
motion.  Other  Senators  in  the  commit- 
tee also  voted  it  down. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.    I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  during  the 
illness  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  I  offered  the  King-Ander- 
son bill  in  committee.  I  moved  that  the 
committee  proceed  to  hold  public  hear- 
ings. That  motion  was  agreed  to  with- 
out objection,  and  hearings  were  held  on 
the  whole  program  of  social  security  and 
the  King-Anderson  bill.  One  witness 
after  another  appeared  before  the  com- 
mittee. A  number  of  hearings  were  held 
on  it,  and  728  pages  of  testimony  were 
taken  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Not  only  on  the 
King-Anderson  bill,  but  on  other  matters 
that  were  before  the  Committee  on 
Finance. 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes;  but  much  of  it  was 
on  the  King-Anderson  bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  I  say  again  to 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  as  I  said 
before,  that  I  appreciate  very  much  his 
energy  and  drive  in  trying  to  obtain 
hearings  on  the  bill. 

In  1962,  when  the  social  security  health 
insurance  proposal  went  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate,  and  we  were  very  close  to 
passing  it,  the  only  argument  that  was 
raised  over  and  over  again  was  that  no 
hearings  had  been  held  on  the  bill  in 
the  Committee  on  Finance. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.   I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  the  proposal  which  was  offered  as 
an  amendment  by  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  is  the  King- Anderson  bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  hope  I  remember 
the  changes  that  were  made  in  it.  I  do 
not  guarantee  that  I  do.  Two  or  three 
significant  changes  have  been  made  in 
it.  One  is  the  addition  of  a  cost-sharing 
provision,  which  was  involved  in  the 
Ribicoff  proposal.  I  go  on  the  theory  of 
the  proverb  that  "A  light  is  good  in  what- 
ever lamp  it  is  burning." 
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The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Ribicoff]  ,  out  of  his  experience,  brought 
in  a  proposal  which  I  thought  was  good. 
The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore] 
thought  it  was  good  to  add  it  to  his  pro- 
posal. Also,  there  was  a  change  made  In 
the  nursing  home  provision,  from  180 
days  down  to  60  days. 

But  the  basic  features  are  the  essen- 
tial features  involved  originally  in  the 
King-Anderson  bill.  I  therefore  feel  that 
it  is  perfectly  fair  to  say  to  this  group 
what  while  it  is  not  letter  and  verse  with 
the  original  quotation,  page  after  page  is 
merely  the  King-Anderson  bill  with  some 
changes  that  were  necessary  because  of 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield,  to  permit  me  to  reply 
to  my  good  friend  from  Kansas? 
Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 
Mr.  DOUGLAS.  My  heart  is  really 
wrung  by  the  squeamishness  expressed 
by  the  Senator  from  Kansas  toward  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee.  The  Senator  from 
Kansas  alleges  that  no  hearings  were 
held  on  the  Gore  amendment,  and  ap- 
pears to  lament  this,  even  though  the 
Finance  Committee  held  hearings  on  a 
nearly  identical  proposal.  But  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas  yesterday  became  a 
sponsor  of  the  Long  amendment,  which 
was  sprung  upon  us  suddenly  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  Senator's  speech.  It  came 
as  a  bolt  out  of  the  blue.  No  hearings 
were  held  on  the  Senator's  amendment, 
and  it  was  not  proposed  in  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  made 
some  changes  in  the  King-Anderson  bill, 
when  he  proposed  it  as  an  amendment  to 
the  Long  amendment,  largely  to  meet 
questions  raised  by  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  the  Senator 
from  Indiana,  and  the  Senator  from 
Kansas.  It  ill  behooves  my  dear  friend 
from  Kansas  to  reproach  us  for  submit- 
ting an  amendment  upon  which  he  al- 
leges no  hearings  have  been  held  in  the 
Committee  on  Finance  and,  of  course,  the 
fact  is  that  hearings  were  held. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  merely  wish  to  com  - 
ment that  I  was  not  reproaching  the 
Senator  for  not  holding  hearings  on  the 
bill.  I  said  nothing  about  the  amend- 
ment offered  yesterday,  of  which  I  am  a 
cosponsor,  on  which  no  hearings  have 
been  held.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was 
a  new  proposal. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thought  there  was 
a  slightly  derogatory  overtone  or  under- 
tone to  the  comments  of  my  good  friend 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  should  not  be  so  suspicious  of 
them. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  should  like  to  read 
from  a  statement  made  by  the  able, 
lovable,  beloved  chairman  of  the  Com- 


mittee on  Finance,  the  gentleman  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  at  the  beginning  of 
the  hearings  on  August  6,  1964: 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  come 
to  order. 

The  hearing  today  is  on  the  social  security 
bill,  H.R.  11865,  and  amendments  proposed 
thereto  relating  to  medical  care  for  the  aged. 
Two  amendments  on  this  subject  have  been 
introduced  thus  far.  They  are  amendment 
1163,  by  Senator  Javits,  which  is  a  modified 
version  of  his  bill,  S.  2431,  and  amendment 
1178,  by  Senator  Gore,  which  is  identical  to 
the  so-called  King-Anderson  proposal,  S.  880, 
except  as  to  rate  schedules  and  maximum 
taxable  wage  base.  I  place  in  "the  record  a 
copy  of  the  bill,  the  amendments,  and  a 
committee  print  comparing  the  provisions 
in  amendments  1163  and  1178.  If  additional 
medical  care  for  the  aged  amendments  are 
introduced  in  the  Senate  before  the  comple- 
tion of  these  hearings,  copies  thereof  will  be 
inserted  in  the  record  also. 

So  it  is  quite  clear  that  not  only  the 
specific  subject  matter  of  the  amend- 
ment which  I  submitted  yesterday  was 
the  subject  of  the  hearings,  but  the  gen- 
eral subject  of  health  insurance  also  was 
the  subject  of  hearings.  I  believe  that 
this  is  a  moot  question  in  view  of  the  728 
pages  of  printed  hearings,  during  much  of 
which  time  both  the  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas [Mr.  Carlson]  and  the  senior  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  were  present. 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  yield  for  one  further 
moment? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
further. 

Mr.  GORE.  With  respect  to  the  effect 
of  the  pending  amendment  on  the  Kerr- 
Mills  program,  I  point  out  that  the  en- 
actment of  the  pending  amendment 
would  relieve  the  States  of  a  considerable 
burden  that  they  now  have  of  not  only 
determining  the  medical  indigency  of 
many  of  their  old  people,  but  also  provid- 
ing the  matching  funds.  The  pending 
bill,  as  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
knows  even  better  than  I,  provides  an 
actuarial  balanced  program  by  which 
contributions  will  be  made  that  will  base 
such  health  care  aid  on  an  insurance 
principle  and  on  a  pay-as-you-go  basis. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  is  correct.  One  thing  that 
this  proposal  would  do  would  be  to  pro- 
vide that  those  needing  aid  be  not  fur- 
ther investigated  to  prove  that  they  are 
indigent.  That  would  not  be  necessary 
if  they  had  passed  the  age  of  65.  That 
would  be  as  far  as  it  would  be  necessary 
to  go  with  the  investigation. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  has  been  estimated  by 
experts  that  the  enactment  of  the  King- 
Anderson  proposal  or  the  pending 
amendment  would  relieve  the  States  of 
approximately  40  percent  of  the  burden 
they  now  bear  for  health  care  for  the 
indigent. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield,  to 
permit  me  to  amplify  that  statement? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.    I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  would  relieve  the 
States  of  40  percent  of  their  total  costs 
under  the  Kerr-Mills  Act  which  are  costs 
now  being  expended  for  hospital  and 
nursing  care.  It  would  release  those 
funds,  which  could  then  be  used  by  the 
indigent  for  doctors  fees  and  surgical 
services.    Thus,  by  enacting  a  health 


care  plan  financed  under  the  social  se- 
curity system  we  would  increase  the  pro- 
tection which  the  States  can  provide 
through  the  public  assistance  phase  of 
medical  care. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  true.  That 
is  one  of  the  strong,  attractive  features 
of  the  proposal.  It  would  do  exactly  that 
and  permit  a  wiser  use  of  the  money. 
That  is  what  many  of  us  have  been  seek- 
ing to  accomplish. 

What  would  happen  if  we  allowed  this 
responsibility  to  go  by  default  under  the 
Kerr-Mills  program?  Once  it  became 
clear  that  we  had  saddled  the  Kerr-Mills 
programs  with  this  burden,  the  pressures 
for  increasing  the  Federal  share  of  Kerr- 
Mills  expenditures  would  soon  become  ir- 
resistible. The  amount  we  would  have  to 
write  into  the  blank  check  that  the  Kerr- 
Mills  program  gave  the  States  would  be 
staggering  and  without  any  predictable 
limits. 

There  are  other  inadequacies  in  the 
Kerr-Mills  Act.  As  of  June  of  this  year, 
five  States — New  York,  California,  Mas- 
sachusetts, Michigan,  and  Pennsyl- 
vania— were  making  73  percent  of  all 
payments  under  the  Kerr-Mills  programs 
for  medical  assistance  to  the  aged.  They 
received  70  percent  of  all  Federal  funds; 
they  had  more  than  half  of  all  the  re- 
cipients; but  they  had  less  than  one- 
third  of  all  the  aged  in  the  country.  Yet 
even  with  this  imbalance  in  their  favor, 
those  five  States  aided  only  1,8  percent 
of  their  aged. 

I  have  wondered  why  we  have  not 
spent  more  time  discussing  those  States 
and  how  they  got  into  this  situation. 
New  York  is  a  rich  State.  New  York  is 
a  progressive  State  when  it  comes  to 
looking  after  the  aged.  New  York  had 
a  great  many  patients  who  received  old- 
age  assistance  in  nursing  homes.  When 
the  Kerr-Mills  Act  was  passed,  New 
York  did  the  simple  thiug.  It  merely 
took  advantage  of  the  situation.  I  do 
not  mean  that  it  did  so  improperly,  but 
it  shifted  all  the  patients  it  could 
directly  under  the  Kerr-Mills  Act.  The 
result  was  that  New  York  paid  out  sub- 
stantially more  Federal  money  than  its 
own  money.  Thus  the  cost  to  New 
York  was  less.  The  Federal  Treasury 
was  used  to  supplement  the  situation  in 
the  State  of  New  York. 

The  table  I  have  before  me  extends 
only  through  June  1964.  It  shows  that 
New  York  had  paid  out  $10,732,462,  29.1 
percent  of  all  the  money  being  paid  out. 
That  was  not  quite  as  bad  as  it  had 
been  a  short  time  before. 

For  the  calendar  year  1963,  which  is  a 
full  year,  one  we  can  measure  easily,  the 
State  of  New  York  paid  out  $112  million 
to  its  people,  which  was  34.1  percent  of 
all  the  money  paid  out  in  the  Nation. 

I  have  no  quarrel  with  the  State  of 
New  York;  but  I  do  not  see  why  New 
York  should  transfer  its  welfare  burden 
to  the  rest  of  the  country  and  make  it 
impossible  for  some  other  States  to  take 
advantage  of  the  Federal  money.  We 
would  like  to  see  many  other  States  re- 
ceive the  benefits  of  this  program;  but 
it  has  been  found  impossible  to  bring  this 
about. 

In  the  last  full  year,  New  York,  Cali- 
fornia,   Pennsylvania,  Massachusetts, 
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and  Michigan  received  80.5  percent  of 
all  the  money  paid  out  on  this  coverage. 
While  I  do  not  regret  that  they  received 
this  money,  I  think  it  would  be  fine  if  we 
had  programs  that  did  not  benefit  so 
greatly  the  States  that  are  rich. 

I  know  how  easy  it  is  to  say  that  we 
ought  to  do  something  else  besides  what 
we  are  doing. 

Why  are  some  of  the  States  so  inter- 
ested in  this  question?  A  report  has 
been  prepared  by  the  Public  Affairs  Re- 
search Council  of  Louisiana  which  shows 
the  situation  in  Louisiana.  The  State 
is  making  cash  gains  from  Kerr-Mills 
from  hospitalization  in  charity  hospitals. 
Prior  to  Kerr-Mills,  those  65  and  over 
were  given  treatment  in  charity  hospi- 
tals, and  the  cost  was  paid  by  the  State. 
Under  the  medical  assistance  for  the 
aged  program,  reimbursement  is  made 
to  the  charity  hospitals  for  the  treat- 
ment of  Kerr-Mills  patients.  This  reim- 
bursement includes  Federal  assistance. 
In  1961  and  1962  the  State  gained  ap- 
proximately $914,878  in  Federal  money. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  is  from  the  Lou- 
isiana report  itself? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Louisiana  is  thus 
boasting  that  Federal  aid  under  Kerr- 
Mills  has  helped  to  cut  down  the  amount 
which  it  directly  gives  the  aged  in  the 
form  of  hospital  and  nursing  care. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. This  is  an  analysis  published  by 
the  Public  Affairs  Research  Council  of 
Louisiana,  No.  109,  February  1963,  which 
is  an  analysis  of  the  Kerr-Mills  Act  in 
Louisiana.  We  can  understand  why  that 
appeals  to  the  people  of  Louisiana.  They 
have  more  royalties  and  various  other 
things  that  make  it  easier  to  get  along 
than  do  other  States.  States  which  are 
normally  poor  and  have  been  poor  for  a 
long  time  are  not  able  to  do  this.  In  a 
State  like  my  own,  we  should  like  to  have 
a  program  under  the  Kerr-Mills  Act,  but 
we  have  other  demands  for  State  rev- 
enue. That  is  why  many  States  do  not 
have  the  program.  Those  States  find  it 
extremely  difficult  to  adopt  the  program. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  has  illus- 
trated in  a  provocative  way  one  of  the 
basic  faults  and  shortcomings  of  the 
present  Kerr-Mills  program.  It  is  op- 
erating to  bring  maximum  benefits  to  the 
old  people  in  the  richest  States,  which 
have  the  best  means  to  care  for  their 
own,  and  it  operates  to  bring  the  least 
benefits  to  the  old  people  in  States  which 
have  the  least  resources  upon  which  to 
depend  to  bring  relief  to  their  older  peo- 
ple. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee.  I  do  not  ob- 
ject to  the  people  in  New  York  doing  so 
well.  I  do  not  mind  at  all  that  people  in 
any  of  the  States  are  receiving  special 
benefits  from  the  help  which  the  State  is 
able  to  extend.  They  are  fortunate  in 
having  such  resources. 

At  one  time  a  great  library  came  on  the 
market,  and  the  question  arose  as  to 
whether  Yale,  Harvard,  or  Princeton 
would  get  it.  They  did  not  have  to  worry 
because  there  was  only  one  State  that 


could  bid  for  it  and  that  was  the  State 
of  Texas,  which  bought  it.  It  could  buy 
anything  it  wished.  I  do  not  regret  that. 
I  wish  my  State  could  have  afforded  it, 
or  some  other  Senator's  State  could  have 
had  it.  When  it  comes  to  dealing  with 
the  poor  and  sick  people  of  this  land,  we 
should  try  to  provide  some  program 
under  which  all  will  benefit. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.    I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  the  interests  of 
fairness,  should  we  not  say  that  the  sev- 
erance tax  imposed  on  the  oil  yields  in 
the  State  of  Louisiana  was  the  result  of 
the  efforts  of  the  late  Huey  P.  Long,  who 
was  abused  in  many  ways,  but  who  really 
did  tax  the  oil  companies  for  the  first 
time.  His  distinguished  son  is  now  a 
Member  of  the  Senate.  I  believe  that  in 
justice  to  the  Long  family,  this  point 
should  be  emphasized. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  do  not  question 
that.  I  know  that  it  is  so.  I  am  glad 
that  it  is  so.  I  have  previously  stated 
that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
tried  hard  in  the  welfare  field.  But  I 
also  point  out  that  this  is  a  situation 
which  is  rather  tough  on  States  that  do 
not  Lave  such  advantages.  If  we  placed 
a  severance  tax  on  the  State  of  Arizona, 
for  example,  we  would  receive  little  in  the 
way  of  royalties. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.    I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  should  like  to  empha- 
size that  though  the  benefits  from  the 
present  program  flow  unevenly,  or  flow 
not  at  all,  to  the  old  people  in  a  great 
many  States,  we  do  not  seek  to  take  one 
single  benefit  away  from  any  old  person 
in  any  State. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  that 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has  again 
stressed  that  point,  because  it  is  abso- 
lutely correct. 

In  1962,  when  the  battle  was  on,  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  tried  to  point 
out  that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
had  opposed  enactment  of  the  bill.  Un- 
fortunately, the  record  was  against  him. 
No  one  tried  to  out  down  the  Kerr-Mills 
program.  We  did  not  try  to  do  so  in  the 
presentation  made  in  1962.  We  did  not 
seek  to  eliminate  the  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram. We  are  not  trying  to  do  so  now. 
We  left  it  strictly  alone  in  States  which 
were  fortunate  enough  to  be  able  to  take 
advantage  of  it.  However,  the  rest  of 
the  country  has  some  rights. 

Mr.  GORE.  To  state  it  in  a  little 
different  light,  no  matter  how  vigorously 
we  seek  to  bring  into  being  the  insurance 
principle  of  health  care,  there  are — and 
I  am  sorry  to  say,  perhaps  there  always 
will  be — a  considerable  number  of  people 
who  have  not  been  in  so-called  covered 
employment,  people  who  do  not  qualify 
on  a  contributory  basis  and  who,  there- 
fore, at  least  to  some  extent,  may  remain 
indigent.  In  cases  in  which  charity  is 
the  only  way  to  reach  a  needy  old  person, 
we  do  not  condemn  charity.  What  we 
condemn  is  depriving  millions  of  our  old 
people  and  millions  of  people  who  some- 
day will  be  old,  who  are  self-supporting 
and  self-respecting,  and  who  wish  to  par- 
ticipate in  a  sound,  insurance-type  pro- 


gram of  health  care,  of  the  opportunity 
to  do  so. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  believe  that  is  the 
whole  story.  No  one  minds  what  the 
people  of  New  York  are  trying  to  do.  It 
is  in  a  fine  financial  situation.  We  are 
very  glad  that  that  is  so.  But  we  do  ob- 
ject to  the  fact  that  some  old  people  have 
to  say,  "We  are  indigent." 

Not  long  ago  I  heard  an  address  by  the 
president  of  the  American  Medical  As- 
sociation, who  brought  out  certain  facts, 
but  did  not  bring  out  the  fact  that  only 
18  percent  of  the  aged  people  of  Ken- 
tucky hospitalized  under  Kerr-Mills 
medical  assistance  for  the  aged  stayed 
longer  than  10  days  in  the  hospital  be- 
cause the  Kerr-Mills  law  in  that  State 
covers  only  10  days  of  hospital  care.  Yet 
nationally  about  half  of  the  aged  who  go 
to  the  hospital  stay  longer  than  10  days. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  further? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  should  like  to  point  out 
one  additional  provision  of  the  King- 
Anderson  bill,  namely,  an  extension  of 
benefits  to  people  who  are  already  65 
or  who,  during  the  next  2  years,  will 
reach  the  age  of  65.  This  is  not  a  cold- 
hearted  proposal.  We  recognize  the  need 
for  the  U.S.  Government  to  be  com- 
passionate and  considerate,  but  in  the 
long  run  we  wish  to  place  this  program 
on  a  sound  and  fiscally  responsible  basis. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. That  very  question  shows  the  di- 
rection in  which  we  are  moving.  We 
recognize  that  if  we  left  out  all  those 
people  at  the  present  time,  a  great  hard- 
ship would  be  imposed  upon  them.  In  a 
few  years  from  now,  most  of  them  would 
be  in  covered  employment  and  would 
have  no  trouble.  Therefore,  tempo- 
rarily, to  bridge  that  gap,  for  a  short 
time,  the  cost  would  be  paid  out  of  the 
Federal  Treasury. 

That  does  not  violate  any  principle, 
because  the  Kerr-Mills  program  is  op- 
erated on  the  same  basis.  Therefore, 
these  costs  should  be  paid  from  the  Fed- 
eral Treasury  for  those  who  become  sick 
and  need  help. 

In  the  long  run,  the  goal  is  to  get  peo- 
ple to  make  their  own  contributions. 
As  a  result  they  would  be  able  to  receive 
benefits  of  their  own  election.  There  is 
a  feeling  of  satisfaction  and  comfort  in- 
volved in  that  sort  of  program.  The 
people  would  be  taking  care  of  them- 
selves. The  average  person  does  not 
want  to  be  a  drain  on  society.  He  wants 
to  feel  that  he  has  a  right  to  receive 
certain  benefits  as  a  result  of  his  labor 
over  the  years. 

I  do  not  know  how  many  people  have 
written  me  and  stated  that  the  one  thing 
they  like  best  about  the  King-Anderson 
bill  is  that  it  would  give  them  an  op- 
portunity to  make  their  own  contribu- 
tions and  to  receive  medical  care  after 
the  age  of  65.  I  was  amazed  at  the 
number  of  people  who  said  they  wanted 
to  make  their  own  contribution.  I 
thought  that  people  might  be  happy  to 
get  something  for  a  very  modest  amount 
or  nothing  at  all.  But  the  situation  is 
quite  the  reverse.  Very  few  people  said, 
"I  am  happy  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
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Kerr-Mills  program."  The  bulk  of  the 
mail  that  I  received  read  to  the  effect 
that,  "I  would  be  glad  to  pay  my  way.  I 
want  to  start  contributing  now.  I  do 
not  want  to  be  a  burden  on  my  children 
and  friends  when  I  reach  the  age  of  65. 
Therefore,  I  favor  what  you  are  trying 
to  do." 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  not  tlfat  exactly 
the  same  experience  as  the  Senator  from 
New  York  |  Mr.  Javits  |  had  when  he 
proposed  a  governmental-support  sys- 
tem? Under  this  plan  he  proposed  and 
I  think  quite  properly — that  the  reve- 
nues would  be  collected  on  an  authen- 
tically progressive  basis,  and  distributed 
on  a  need  basis.  But  the  Senator  from 
New  York  discovered  that  this  system 
was  not  what  the  people  concerned 
wanted.  They  wanted  a  program  which 
would  allow  them  to  contribute  their 
own  funds.  Therefore,  the  Senator 
from  New  York  withdrew  his  federally 
financed  proposal  and  substituted  one 
which  provided  for  contributions  by  em- 
ployers and  employees. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  one  thing 
that  I  appreciate  about  the  position  of 
the  Senator  from  New  York.  He  faced 
the  situation  and  found  out  what  the 
facts  were.  He  then  came  forward  with 
a  program  to  meet  the  facts.  In  con- 
nection with  the  previous  program,  he 
surveyed  the  situation  through  a  panel. 
It  was  found  that  the  people  wanted 
to  be  financed  through  social  security. 
Able  and  skilled  hospital  administrators 
found  that  it  could  best  be  done  through 
social  security.  He  changed  his  pro- 
gram accordingly.  In  my  opinion,  that 
is  the  mark  of  a  man  who  is  willing  to 
face  facts  and  not  theories. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.    I  yield. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  It  has  been  stressed 
in  the  colloquy  that  people  must  be  in- 
digent in  order  to  receive  any  benefits 
under  the  Kerr-Mills  law. 

In  a  great  many  States,  not  only  must 
the  applicant  prove  that  he  is  indigent, 
but  he  must  also  prove  that  his  children, 
his  son-in-law,  and  others  are  indigent. 
That  requirement  goes  a  long  way  toward 
removing  any  dignity  that  an  older  per- 
son might  have.  In  most  cases,  the  older 
person  will  not  take  anything  from  the 
children  of  their  children.  They  will  not 
take  anything  from  their  grandchildren 
for  their  benefit.  This  is  the  last  thing 
that  they  would  do.  That  is  also  a  dignity 
destroyer.  I  believe  that  the  mainte- 
nance of  dignity  is  extremely  important, 
as  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
stressed. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Michigan  for 
his  observation.  I  also  thank  him  for  the 
work  that  his  committee  has  done.  The 
committee  has  worked  most  diligently 
and  produced  more  significant  informa- 
tion than  any  committee  I  have  ever  ob- 
served. I  thank  the  Senator  from  Michi- 
gan for  the  work  done  by  his  committee. 


Nevertheless,  I  believe  it  might  be  useful 
to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Rec- 
ord a  list  of  the  States  with  "relative  re- 
sponsibility" provisions  in  MAA  as  of 
June  1964. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  list  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 


States  With  "Relative  Responsibility"  Pro- 
visions in  MAA — June  1964 
Sixteen  of  the  thirty-seven  Jurisdictions 
with  MAA  programs  operating  in  June  1964 
consider  ability  of  relatives  to  pay  for  medi- 
cal care  needs  in  determining  eligibility  of 
applicants.  These  16  made  63.2  percent  of 
total  MAA  vendor  payments  In  May  1964 — 
$22.2  million  out  of  the  total  of  $35  million. 


State 


New  York  

Massachusetts.  _ 
Michigan  

Pennsylvania. 
Connecticut  

New  Jersey  

Iowa  

North  Dakota. . 

Utah  

Illinois   

Hawaii  

Hew  Hampshire 
Vermont  

Wyoming  

Nebraska.  

South  Dakota.. _ 


Provision 


Vendor  payments.  May  1964 


Rank  among 
all  States 


Spouse,  parents,  and  children,  required  to  pay  for 

care  to  full  extent  of  ability. 
Adult  children   must  contribute  within  their 

ability. 

Contributions,  including  those  not  made  but  as- 
sumed available,  considered  as  applicant's  in- 
come, except  during  first  30  days  of  hospitaliza- 
tion. 

Legally  liable  relatives  must  contribute  to  costs  of 

recipient's  medical  care. 
Contributions  from  spouse  and  adult  children, 

including  those  not  made  but  assumed  available, 

considered  as  applicant's  income. 
State  may  seek  recovery  of  MAA  payments  from 

recipient's  relatives. 
Spouse  and  adult  children  must  contribute  within 

their  ability. 
Adult  children  must  contribute  within  their 

ability. 

Relatives  must  contribute  toward  costs  of  medical 
care.1 

Spouse  and  adult  children  required  to  contribute.. 
Adult  children  generally  required  to  contribute 

according  to  a  schedule. 

Spouse  and  adult  children  must  contribute  

Adult  children  are  expected  to  contribute  to 

extent  they  are  able.1 
Adult  children  must  contribute  to  costs  of  medical 

care  within  their  ability.1 
Spouse,  parents,  and  adult  ehildren  must  pay  for 

care  to  full  extent  of  their  ability. 
Adult  children  must  contribute  within  their 

ability.' 


1 
3 
4 

5 
7 

8 

10 

15 

18 

23 
24 

30 
32 

33 


Amount 


$10,  704,  049 
4,  177,  570 
1,  937,  462 

1,  889,  240 
1,  092,  337 

1,  044,112 

379,640 

254, 129 

234,160 

169.988 
157,654 

72,497 
30,  245 

8,  291 

C) 

(!) 


1  However,  failure  of  relatives  to  comply  does  not  affect  applicant's  eligibility. 

1  Less  than  0.05  percent. 

3  No  payments  yet  reported  as  of  May  1964. 


Mr.  BURDICK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.    I  yield. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  It  was  stated  that 
the  proposed  legislation  would  in  no 
way  affect  the  Kerr-Mills  program  fn 
States  in  which  it  is  in  operation. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.    That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Would  it  be  possible 
for  a  recipient  to  receive  benefits  under 
both  programs? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Common  practice 
would  take  care  of  that.  Thus  far,  there 
has  been  no  difficulty  in  the  administra- 
tion of  the  program.  Even  though  a 
person  who  received  Kerr-Mills  funds 
might  be  indigent  and  completely  in 
need  of  funds,  he  would  not  receive  bene- 
fits from  the  case  aid  worker,  and 
further  benefits  from  the  State.  He 
would  select  the  way  in  which  to  travel, 
and  he  would  travel  that  way. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.    I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  King-Anderson 
bill  and  the  Gore  amendment  would  pro- 
vide for  hospital  and  nursing  care.  It 
would  not  provide  for  medical  services 
or  surgical  services.  If  an  aged  person 
is  indigent,  he  can  receive  the  benefits 
he  is  entitled  to  receive  under  the  King- 
Anderson  or  Gore  proposals.  Thus, 
through  the  social  security  health  care 
program  he  will  receive  payment  for 


hospital  and  nursing  services.  In  addi- 
tion, however,  an  aged  person  who  is 
indigent  could  also  receive  payments 
under  Kerr-Mills  for  medical  and  surgi- 
cal services.  In  other  words,  under  cer- 
tain circumstances,  the  two  could  be 
blended  just  as  old  age  assistance  is 
blended  with  old  age  security.  But  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  completely 
correct  in  saying  that  there  would  be  no 
duplication  of  benefits.  But  if  a  person 
used  up  his  eligibility  for  hospital  and 
nursing  care  under  the  King-Anderson 
or  Gore  proposal  and  was  still  sick,  sup- 
plementary care  in  hospital  and  nursing 
homes  could  be  provided  under  the  Kerr- 
Mills  law. 

Mr.  BURDICK.  Would  it  be  a  fair 
statement  to  say  that  there  would  be  no 
conflict,  and  that  one  program  might 
supplement  the  other? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.   That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  To  emphasize  the 
point  made  a  while  ago  by  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  if  this 
measure  were  to  pass,  it  would  relieve 
many  States  of  some  of  the  obligations 
they  now  have  under  the  Kerr-Mills  law. 
It  would  be  possible  to  place  that  money 
where  it  was  most  needed.  The  real 
problem  is  how  to  eliminate  a  part  of 
the  load  and  spend  the  money  more 
properly  on  other  cases. 

One  thing  that  I  learned  when  I  tried 
to  administer  the  relief  program  under 
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Harry  Hopkins  was  that  wc  were  always 
short  of  money.  The  only  way  to  obviate 
the  difficulty  was  adequately  to  take  care 
of  the  people  who  were  really  in  need,  to 
the  exclusion  of  the  remainder  of  the 
people. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.   I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  It  might  be  interest- 
ing to  read  for  the  Record,  in  view  of  the 
question  asked  by  the  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  BuRnicKl,  from 
page  476  of  the  transcript  of  the  hear- 
ings.  It  reads: 

BENEFITS  PROVIDED 

During  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  1962, 
according  to  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare,  $350  7  million  In  OAA 
funds  and  $194.8  million  in  MAA  funds — over 
half  a  billion  dollars — were  spent  in  vendor 
payments  for  health  ca-e 

About  $210  million  went  for  in-patient 
hospital  care.  $207  million  for  nursing  home 
care,  $49  million  for  physicians'  services,  $47 
million  for  prescribed  drugs,  $6  3  million  for 
dental  care,  $17  million  for  other  services, 
and  some  $4  million  was  not  identified  as 
to  type  of  service. 

I  believe  that  is  an  interesting  state- 
ment to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record.  Many  pc  pie  believe  that  under 
the  King-Anderson  bill,  all  services  would 
be  taken  care  of — drugs,  hospital  care, 
and  nursing  care.  It  is  unfortunate,  but 
it  is  true,  that  many  people  have  been  led 
to  believe  that  they  would  receive  such 
services  under  the  bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  recognize  that 
people  believe  that.  But  we  pointed  out 
in  the  discussions  in  1962,  as  we  shall 
have  to  do  again,  that  under  the  King- 
Anderson  proposal  recipients  would  not 
receive  payments  for  physicians  charges. 
Under  Kerr-Mills,  they  can  have  dental 
work  done  and  get  eyeglasses.  It  is  said 
that  one  could  get  a  new  toupee.  But 
that  could  not  be  done  under  the  King- 
Anderson  bill.  One  could  obtain  nurs- 
ing and  hospital  care,  and  things  of  that 
nature.  That  is  why  I  want  to  get  that 
much  provided  for. 

I  do  not  believe  that  anyone  who  lives 
in  my  home  community  thinks  that  I  am 
hostile  to  the  doctors  of  that  community. 
I  do  not  believe  I  am.  The  doctors  in  my 
home  community  asked  me  to  discuss  the 
issue  of  health  insurance  for  the  aged 
with  them.  They  then  took  a  secret 
ballot  to  see  how  many  of  them  favored 
the  proposal.  I  was  surprised  at  how 
many  of  those  who  participated  in  that 
secret  ballot  favored  the  program. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  bill  which 
would  strike  at  the  medical  profession. 
The  bill  would  make  it  possible  for  aged 
people  to  pay  for  hospital  care.  If  peo- 
ple had  hospital  care  on  a  basis  for  which 
they  have  previously  arranged,  they 
would  then  have  sufficient  funds  avail- 
able for  other  purposes. 

I  have  tried  to  say  to  doctors  all  across 
the  land  that  the  greatest  blessing  that 
could  come  to  them  would  be  the  passage 
of  the  King-Anderson  bill,  for  hospital 
bills  would  be  out  of  the  way,  and  doctors 
would  have  an  opportunity  to  collect 
their  bills.  I  would  hope  that  they 
would.    When  people  leave  hospitals. 


they  are  presented  with  bills.  In  most 
cases,  the  hospital  requires  payment  In 
full  or  a  substantial  portion  of  such  bills. 
When  the  aged  patient  Is  through  with 
that  payment,  he  may  find  it  difficult  to 
pay  the  doctor  the  following  week. 

While  I  do  not  know  what  the  general 
practice  is,  I  know  that  when  I  left  the 
hospital  I  received  a  bill  and  paid  it.  I 
did  not  receive  a  medical  bill,  but  I  shall 
pay  it  when  it  comes.  The  average  per- 
son might  find  it  difficult  to  pay  a  hos- 
pital bill  and  then  face  the  possibility  of 
paying  a  substantial  medical  bill. 

The  doctors  would  be  best  served  by 
having  established  a  system  for  meeting 
the  cost  of  hospital  care  for  aged  pa- 
tients. That  cost  has  become  fright- 
fully high. 

Forty-six  or  forty-seven  years  ago  I 
went  into  a  tuberculosis  sanitarium.  I 
remained  there  for  $60  a  month — not  a 
day  or  week — but  a  month.  It  was  a 
hospital  operated  by  the  Methodist 
Church. 

I  suggest  to  Senators  that  they  try  to 
find  hospital  care  anywhere  in  the  United 
States  at  the  present  time  for  $60  a 
month.  We  can  find  it  for  $35  a  day  or 
$38  a  day.  The  hospitals  in  many  com- 
munities have  had  to  change  their  whole 
scale  of  charges.  The  charges  have 
reached  fantastically  high  figures,  but 
hospitals  have  had  to  make  those  charges 
because  of  increasing  costs.  The  increas- 
ing costs  are  borne  by  people  who  go  into 
hospitals.  There  is  no  grabbag  out  of 
which  such  costs  can  be  taken.  There 
is  no  magic  fund  into  which  hospitals 
can  reach  in  order  to  meet  their  costs. 
The  only  way  a  hospital  can  meet  its 
costs  is  by  charging  for  the  care  given. 

For  that  reason  we  have  tried  in  the 
amendment  to  make  sure  that  a  person 
would  not  be  bankrupted,  if  he  should  go 
to  a  hospital,  because  of  higher  costs. 
While  there  is  a  provision  for  sharing 
additional  costs,  I  do  not  think  such  a 
provision  would  be  necessary.  I  agree 
with  the  able  economist  who  represents 
the  State  of  Illinois,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  when  he 
says  that  the  level  of  wages  also  rises, 
and  when  that  happens  sufficient  money 
comes  into  the  fund.  How  right  he  has 
been. 

Those  people  who  cannot  remember 
what  it  was  like  to  get  the  social  security 
program  underway  need  but  recall  what 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  frequently  has 
said.  When  the  social  security  program 
v/as  started,  I  was  one  of  those  who  was 
present  at  its  launching.  There  was 
grave  doubt  as  to  how  it  would  work. 
Constant  predictions  were  made  about 
how  the  fund  would  be  bankrupt  in  a 
short  time. 

We  have  lived  to  see  all  of  that 
changed.  We  have  lived  to  see  the  social 
security  program  removed  as  a  cause 
of  controversy  in  elections.  It  is  only 
in  this  final  effort  to  try  to  add  some 
health  care  and  hospital  care  that  we 
get  into  difficulty. 

What  happened  when  the  provision 
for  disability  payments  came  up  in  1956? 
We  had  the  same  sort  of  testimony  from 
the  medical  people.  We  were  told  that  it 


would  be  horrible  to  put  a  disability  pro- 
vision into  the  law.  We  were  told  that 
it  would  be  the  wrong  thing  to  do.  The 
very  able  and  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  committee,  Walter  George,  was  ex- 
tremely reluctant  to  look  at  it  for  a  long 
time.  I  gave  him  great  credit,  for  he  re- 
versed his  position  and  decided  that  a 
provision  for  disability  could  safely  be 
put  into  the  law.  But  he  did  not  make 
the  statement  for  a  long  time.  Those 
of  us  who  were  members  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Finance  at  the  time  were  try- 
ing our  very  best  to  get  through  a  pro- 
vision for  disability  past  the  age  of  50. 
We  had  a  hard  time  persuading  Walter 
George  that  that  was  a  sound  thing  to 
do,  because  he  thought  that  it  might 
bankrupt  the  fund.  It  was  only  when 
a  special  provision  to  put  the  program  in 
a  special  fund  was  made  that  Walter 
George  could  be  induced  to  throw  the 
influence  of  his  long  tenure  and  high 
standing  in  the  Senate  behind  the  bill 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

What  has  happened?  Has  any  Sen- 
ator heard  recently  of  anyone  suggest- 
ing that  we  must  get  rid  of  the  disabil- 
ity provisions  of  the  law?  They  have 
operated  about  as  predicted.  It  is  true 
that  the  Congress  in  a  moment  of  gen- 
erosity took  off  the  50-year  limitation. 
I  did  not  quite  agree  with  that  action 
then.  I  do  not  quite  agree  with  it  now. 
But  unfortunately  for  me,  I  suppose,  the 
work  goes  ahead  and  people  forget  that 
there  was  any  objection  to  it.  In  a  short 
time  I  forget  it  myself,  because  the  gen- 
eral sentiment  stays  with  that  sort  of 
program. 

I  say  to  the  Senate  today  that  if  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  able  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  and  his  asso- 
ciates is  adopted  as  an  amendment  to 
the  Long  amendment,  we  shall  find  in 
the  intervening  years  that  we  shall  be 
proud  of  our  handiwork.  It  will  re- 
quire some  time.  The  program  will  not 
work  well  immediately.  Many  questions 
will  arise,  and  we  shall  have  to  work  at 
the  problem  steadily.  We  have  even  the 
problem  of  a  conference  with  the  House 
to  arrive  at  a  final  bill.  We  do  not  know 
what  will  happen  there.  But  the  Sen- 
ate will  have  an  opportunity  to  act  on 
the  bill.  I  hope  that  the  Gore  amend- 
ment will  be  accepted  by  the  Senate,  will 
be  accepted  by  the  conferees,  and  will 
become  law.  But  if  it  does  not,  I  know 
that  the  Senate  will  have  taken  the  right 
step  if  it  votes  for  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BEALL.  Mr.  President,  when 
Congress  enacted  the  Kerr-Mills  program 
in  1960,  we  settled  the  question  of 
whether  the  Federal  Government  should 
assist  our  elderly  citizens  in  meeting  the 
costs  of  health  care.  The  question  be- 
fore us  today,  therefore,  is  not  "Shall  we 
provide  medical  care  for  the  aged?",  but 
rather,  "How  can  we  improve  and  build 
upon  those  programs  already  in  exist- 
ence?" 

Instead  we  are  being  asked  to  aban- 
don all  that  has  been  done  thus  far  and 
embark  on  a  totally  different  approach 
to  the  problem  of  helping  elderly  citi- 
zens obtain  medical  care.  This  differ- 
ent approach  contemplates  financing 
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medical  care  under  the  social  security 
system.  In  this  way,  we  are  told,  every 
citizen  upon  reaching  age  65  will  be 
guaranteed  access  to  necessary  medical 
services.  This  is  a  noble  goal  and  one 
to  which  I  fully  subscribe.  But,  I  ques- 
tion the  ability  of  the  social  security  ap- 
proach to  achieve  this  goal. 

This  question  of  medical  care  for  the 
aged  has  been  before  us  for  several  years. 
Volumes  have  been  compiled  purporting 
to  define  the  problem  and  devise  a  solu- 
tion. 

We  know  there  are  17  million  people 
over  65  years  of  age.  Those  over  65 
account  for  9  percent  of  our  population 
and  receive  8  percent  of  personal  in- 
come. More  than  half  of  these  people 
have  some  form  of  medical  insurance. 
We  know  much  more  which  we  have  in- 
cluded in  our  statistical  description  of 
the  aged.  But,  in  our  haste,  we  have 
forgotten  that  the  beneficiaries  of  our 
labors  are  not  statistics,  but  people.  We 
seem  to  have  forgotten  that  each  in- 
dividual has  separate  and  different  needs 
demanding  separate  and  different  reme- 
dies. In  brief,  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
we  have  lost  sight  of  the  human  element. 

This  is  especially  true  with  respect  to 
the  proposals  which  would  enlist  the  so- 
cial security  system  as  a  means  of  pro- 
viding medical  care  for  the  elderly.  The 
King-Anderson  bill  would  lump  together 
into  one  mass  every  individual  over  65 
regardless  of  financial  ability,  medical 
needs,  or  the  desire  to  participate  in  the 
program.  This  program  requires  com- 
pulsion for  its  existence  and  therein  lies 
its  greatest  weakness.  From  American 
labor  we  will  take  increasing  payroll 
taxes  to  finance  the  health  needs  of  mil- 
lions who  are  fully  able  to  provide  for 
themselves.  At  the  same  time,  we  must 
reduce  the  services  available  to  those 
most  in  need  so  that  we  will  not  deplete 
the  funds  available. 

A  second  proposal  suggested  by  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Connecticut 
offers  an  option  of  higher  cash  benefits 
or  a  health  care  package.  This  would 
imply  a  voluntary  program.  But,  I  do 
not  think  any  Senator  here  today  be- 
lieves for  a  minute  that  we  will  not  be 
asked  next  year  to  complete  the  cycle  and 
adopt  the  full  package  of  a  compulsory 
program. 

Both  King-Anderson  and  the  Ribicoff 
amendment  are  advertised  as  solutions  to 
the  problem  of  assisting  individuals  who 
are  not  financially  able  to  provide  for 
their  own  needs.  The  fact  is  that  both 
provide  only  a  fraction  of  actual  medical 
costs.  To  the  individual  in  need,  a  25- 
percent  discount  is  hardly  indicative  of 
guaranteed  health  care.  The  medically 
indigent  will  find  little  solace  in  the  fact 
that  they  will  only  have  to  pay  75  percent 
of  the  medical  bill.  Remember,  these 
proposals  do  not  cover  doctor's  bills,  di- 
agnostic examinations,  drugs,  and  other 
basic  costs. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  prepared  today  to 
support  measures  which  will  truly  meet 
the  needs  of  our  elderly  citizens.  I  am 
not  prepared  to  endorse  a  program  which 
will  place  an  undue  financial  burden  on 
young  workers  in  order  to  provide  in- 
adequate medical  protection  for  those 
who  need  it  and  for  those  who  do  not. 


An  effective  program  must  take  into 
consideration  three  important  factors. 

First,  we  must  guarantee  that  there 
will  be  sufficient  doctors,  nurses,  and 
medical  facilities  to  meet  the  needs  of  all 
citizens.  We  have  already  started  by 
enacting  the  Health  Professions  Educa- 
tion Assistance  Act  and  the  hospital  and 
medical  facilities  amendments.  I  sup- 
ported these  measures  because  I  believe 
they  represent  a  legitimate  use  of  the 
taxpayers'  funds  to  improve  our  Nation's 
medical  services. 

Second,  an  effective  medical  care  pro- 
gram must  meet  as  nearly  as  possible  the 
total  needs  of  the  medically  indigent 
while  providing  some  assistance  to  those 
who  can  take  care  of  normal  health  care, 
but  cannot  withstand  a  catastrophic  ill- 
ness. This  is  impossible  under  social 
security.  It  is  possible  through  the 
Kerr-Mills  program.  If  we  really  want 
to  do  the  job  right,  let  us  adopt  amend- 
ments to  the  Kerr-Mills  program  modify- 
ing the  eligibility  requirements  with  re- 
spect to  income.  Let  us  meet  the  prob- 
lems facing  our  elderly  citizens  who  are 
able  to  take  care  of  their  normal  medical 
expenses,  but  who  need  assistance  when 
serious  long-term  illness  strikes.  Under 
social  security,  we  will  meet  only  a  frac- 
tion of  the  costs  of  medical  care.  Under 
Kerr-Mills  we  can  provide  greater  cov- 
erage without  distorting  the  time-tested 
structure  of  our  Nation's  medical  serv- 
ices. 

Third,  an  effeotive  program  must  be 
financially  sound.  It  must  provide  ade- 
quate funds  to  finance  medical  care 
without  placing  an  undue  burden  on 
those  who  must  pay  the  taxes  to  support 
such  a  program.  The  social  security  ap- 
proach places  the  entire  financial  burden 
on  our  young  workers  who  already  are 
faced  with  the  increasing  expenses  of 
raising  a  family,  buying  a  home,  and  pro- 
viding for  the  future.  The  medical  needs 
of  our  elderly  citizens  reflect  a  national 
problem,  and  every  citizen  should  be 
given  a  role  in  the  efforts  to  reach  a  solu- 
tion to  that  problem.  Under  any  pro- 
gram, the  costs  will  be  high  and  should 
be  spread  across  the  broadest  base.  For 
this  reason,  Mr.  President,  I  support  the 
approach  which  asks  all  taxpayers  to  as- 
sist their  less  fortunate  countrymen.  I 
have  no  illusions  about  the  future  of 
health  care  programs  in  the  United 
States.  Costs  will  increase  and  coverage 
will  be  expanded.  This  will  require  tax 
increases,  and  I  fear  we  will  find  our- 
selves killing  the  goose  that  lays  the 
golden  egg — the  American  laborer. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  we  ought  to 
face  up  to  the  fact  that  we  are  making 
it  increasingly  difficult  for  even  the  upper 
middle  income  groups  to  provide  for 
their  own  needs.  As  we  add  new  taxes, 
we  reduce  the  buying  power  of  the  wage 
earner.  At  the  same  time,  we  raise  new 
risks  of  inflation,  which  is  the  most  de- 
structive thief  of  purchasing  power. 

Much  has  been  said  about  the  dignity 
of  the  individual,  but  little  has  been  done 
to  assure  that  these  individuals  will  be 
able  to  approach  the  twilight  of  their 
lives  with  dignity.  There  is  a  demon- 
strated need  for  increasing  social  secu- 
rity benefits,  and  I  shall  support  appro- 
priate amendments  to  accomplish  this 


end.  But,  we  ought  to  go  further.  We 
ought  to  adopt  amendments  which  will 
help  our  aged  citizens  meet  their  own 
needs  in  a  dignified  manner.  Along 
these  lines,  I  favor  a  further  increase  in 
the  amount  of  outside  income  an  in- 
dividual can  earn  without  losing  social 
security  benefits. 

Finally,  I  believe  consideration  should 
be  given  to  amending  the  Internal  Rev- 
enue Code  to  permit  greater  deductions 
for  medical  expenses.  We  might  also 
explore  the  feasibility  of  giving  doctors 
the  privilege  of  a  charitable  tax  deduc- 
tion for  services  performed  free  of 
charge.  These  are  the  means  by  which 
we  can  guarantee  dignity  to  all  individ- 
uals. These  are  the  means  by  which  we 
can  preserve  the  system  which  has  made 
us  the  world  leader  in  medical  services. 

To  the  extent  that  we  can  make  more 
individuals  self-sufficient,  we  can  better 
help  those  who  cannot  provide  for  them- 
selves. 

Mr.  President,  we  must  take  action  to 
improve  the  existing  programs  which  as- 
sist our  elderly  citizens  in  obtaining 
adaquate  medical  care.  I  shall  fully  sup- 
port those  proposals  which  meet  the 
criteria  I  have  outlined.  At  the  same 
time,  I  intend  to  support  amendments  de- 
signed to  provide  a  significant  increase  in 
cash  benefits  to  our  social  security  bene- 
ficiaries. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BEALL.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  commend  the  dis- 
tinguished senior  Senator  from  Mary- 
land [Mr.  Beall]  for  an  excellent  analy- 
sis of  the  problem  concerning  our  aged 
citizens  who  are  in  need  of  medical  care 
and  hospitalization.  I  know  of  no  Mem- 
ber of  the  Senate  who  has  been  more 
concerned  and  interested  in  the  welfare 
of  that  great  group  of  American  citizens 
than  has  the  Senator  from  Maryland, 
as  demonstrated  by  the  very  excellent 
speech  he  has  jutit  made. 

Personally,  I  was  pleased  that  the  Sen- 
ator mentioned  the  fact  that  under  what 
is  known  as  the  King-Anderson  bill  our 
aged  citizens  would  receive,  principally, 
more  hospital  care  and  nursing  home 
care,  when,  as  everyone  knows,  our 
elderly  people  need  not  only  hospital  and 
nursing  home  care,  but  the  services  of 
physicians,  drugs,  attention  from  den- 
tists, X-rays,  and  many  other  kinds  of 
treatment. 

I  was  pleased  to  hear  the  Senator  from 
Maryland  state  that  these  are  items 
which  should  be  given  consideration,  and 
that  amendments  should  be  proposed  to 
the  Kerr-Mills  law  which  would  provide 
these  additional  benefits. 

I  assure  the  Senator  that  I  shall  co- 
operate in  trying  to  bring  about  amend- 
ments to  the  Kerr-Mills  bill  which  are 
necessary  to  greatly  improve  the  pro- 
gram. 

I  thank  the  Senator  for  yielding. 

Mr.  BEALL.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  kind  remarks. 

I  am  sorry  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  left  the  Chamber,  but  I  can 
say  for  the  Record  that  I  have  spent 
more  than  2  years  in  hospitals.  I  was 
the  third  patient  in  America  to  receive 
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the  Pasteur  treatment.  When  I  was  a 
little  boy  my  mother  took  me  to  the 
Mercy  Hospital  in  Baltimore.  Then  I 
spent  2  years  in  orthopedic  hospitals. 
So  I  think  I  know  something  about  med- 
ical care  and  the  need  for  protection 
against  long-term  illness.  Extended  hos- 
pitalization depletes  the  financial  re- 
sources of  the  patient  and  his  family. 
This  is  what  we  must  protect  against. 
This  is  what  we  ought  to  be  talking  about- 
Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  past  6  years  the  problems  of  our  older 
citizens  have  been  the  subject  of  in- 
tensive and  continuing  study  by  the  Con- 
gress. 

Although  my  interest  in  this  subject 
predates  by  many  years  my  service  in 
the  Senate,  it  has  been  my  privilege  since 
1959  to  be  deeply  involved  in  this  effort. 

During  the  87th  Congress,  I  was  privi- 
leged to  serve  as  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Special  Committee  on  Aging.  For  2  years 
prior  to  that,  I  was  chairman  of  the  Sub- 
committee on  Problems  of  the  Aged  and 
Aging  of  the  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
Committee.  Currently  I  am  chairman 
of  the  Subcommitee  on  Health  of  the 
Elderly  of  the  Special  Committee  on 
Aging. 

During  the  past  6  years,  under  a  man- 
date from  the  Senate,  we  have  investi- 
gated and  evaluated  the  status  of  the  18 
million  Americans  who  are  65  years  of 
age  and  over. 

We  have  consulted  with  the  acknowl- 
edged experts  in  the  field  of  aging  and 
have  benefited  from  their  extensive  re- 
search. 

We  have  held  public  hearings  through- 
out the  country  to  learn  first-hand  the 
difficulties  and  the  unique  problems  fac- 
ing our  older  citizens.  A  long  list  of  com- 
mittee reports  attest  to  the  scope  and 
the  depth  of  this  fact-finding  effort. 

And  from  these  years  of  work,  Mr. 
President,  two  basic  conclusions  emerge : 

First,  the  older  people  of  this  country 
have  a  deep  and  abiding  desire  to  live 
their  retirement  years  in  independence 
and  dignity. 

Second,  the  greatest  threat  to  this  de- 
sire for  an  independent  and  dignified 
existence  is  the  inability  of  our  older 
citizens  to  cope  with  the  high  cost  of 
hospital  and  related  care. 

Other  problems,  to  be  sure,  trouble 
people  in  their  retirement  years.  But 
overshadowing  everything  eise  is  the 
haunting  fear  of  financial  catastrophe 
resulting  from  serious  illness. 

We  cannot,  of  course,  eliminate  the 
likelihood  of  serious  illness  among  the 
elderly. 

But  we  can  extend  to  them  the  hope 
that  when  illness  does  strike,  it  will  not 
leave  them  financially  destitute. 

The  legislation  we  are  considering 
today,  a  program  of  hospital  insurance 
through  social  security,  would  offer  them 
that  hope. 

As  the  late  President  John  F.  Kennedy 
said  in  a  message  to  the  Congress  on 
February  21.  1963: 

A  proud  and  resourceful  nation  can  no 
longer  ask  Its  older  people  to  live  in  constant 
fear  of  a  serious  illness  for  which  adequate 
funds  are  not  available.  We  owe  them  the 
right  of  dignity  in  sickness  as  well  as  in 
health.    We   can   achieve   this  by  adding 


health  insurance — primarily  hospitalization 
insurance — to  our  successful  social  security 
system. 

As  recently  as  last  week,  President 
Johnson  in  accepting  the  Democratic 
nomination  for  President,  reaffirmed  his 
support  of  this  program.    He  said : 

Most  Americans  want  medical  care  for 
older  citizens — and  so  do  L 

Mr.  President,  the  issue  of  hospital  in- 
surance for  the  elderly  under  social  secu- 
rity is  not  new.  It  has  been  before  the 
Congress  for  almost  a  generation. 

It  was  recommended  back  in  the  1940's 
by  President  Truman.  It  was  the  first 
bill  introduced  by  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota,  and  our  new  vice 
presidential  candidate,  Hubert  Hum- 
phrey, when  he  first  entered  the  Senate 
in  1949. 

For  far  too  long,  we  have  debated,  dis- 
cussed, dissected,  and  analyzed  this  pro- 
posal, without  acting  upon  it  one  way  or 
another. 

It  should  be  a  source  of  shame  to  all  of 
us  that  the  United  States  of  America  is 
the  only  industrial  nation  in  the  Western 
World  that  does  not  have  a  program  of 
hospital  insurance  for  its  senior  citizens. 

I  believe  we  owe  it  to  the  18  million 
older  Americans,  whose  numbers  increase 
by  1,000  per  day,  to  take  positive  action 
on  this  issue  now.  They  have  waited 
patiently  for  years.  And  they  deserve 
an  answer — now. 

All  too  often,  in  our  concern  with  sta- 
tistics, charts  and  tables,  and  our  legal- 
istic arguments,  we  tend  to  lose  sight  of 
the  fact  that  hospital  care  is  an  intensely 
personal  problem  with  deep  emotional 
significance  to  millions  of  people. 

Because  I  am  so  prominently  identified 
with  this  issue,  I  have  received  thousands 
of  letters  from  older  people  in  every  part 
of  the  country  telling  about  their  des- 
perate experiences  with  illness  and  de- 
scribing the  financial  impact  of  hospital 
care  upon  their  meager  budgets. 

Because  I  think  it  may  help  give  us  a 
more  human  perspective  to  this  issue  be- 
fore us,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a 
representative  sampling  of  this  mail  that 
I  have  received  on  medicare  be  inserted 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Ann  Arbor,  Mich., 

March  13, 1964. 

Senator  Pat  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McNamara:  I  am  writing 
to  set  forward  my  views  on  the  King-An- 
derson bill  (H.R.  3920). 

In  my  opinion,  as  a  physician  concerned 
about  the  increasing  inability  of  more  and 
more  of  our  patients  to  pay  for  adequate 
contemporary  medical  care  with  its  con- 
stantly rising  costs,  this  is  valuable  legisla- 
tion and  I  strongly  urge  its  passage.  I  agree 
with  many  of  my  professional  colleagues 
who  feel  that  this  bill  does  not  include 
many  groups  who  most  urgently  need  its 
assistance  but  it  will  reach  many  who  are 
presently  unable  to  financially  meet  the 
costs  of  adequate  medical  care.  I  envision 
this  measure  as  the  first  of  several  needed 
to  permit  all  Americans  to  receive  the  in- 
creasing benefits  of  modern  medicine  with- 
out fear  of  staggering  financial  loss. 

The  passage  of  H.R.  3920  will  improve 


the  availability  and  raise  the  standard  of 
American  medicine.  I  wish  to  give  this 
measure  my  unequivocal  professional  sup- 
port. 

Yours  truly, 


Grand  Rapids,  Mich., 

January  25,  1964. 
Senator  Patrick  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  Recently,  both  my  father 
and  mother  had  to  go  to  the  hospital.  My 
mother  had  a  stroke,  and  my  father  had 
pneumonia.  My  father  is  78  years  old,  and 
my  mother  is  69  years  old. 

They  were  both  in  the  hospital  at  the 
same  time,  and  the  total  bill  came  to  $1,- 
115.04.    They  were  there  about  3  weeks. 

I  am  writing  to  you  to  ask  you  to  put 
forth  every  effort  to  help  get  a  medical  aid 
bill  throtigh,  to  help  those  people  on  social 
security. 

The  total  amount  of  the  doctors'  bill  was 
$181.46  (three  doctors).  The  doctors  were 
easy  on  them,  but  the  hospitals  seem  to  have 
no  mercy. 

My  father  was  just  a  common  factory 
worker,  and  as  such  did  not  have  much  of 
an  opportunity  to  save  much  money.  My 
parents  raised  four  children,  and  did  man- 
age to  get  a  modest  home  paid  for. 

If  my  parents  had  two  more  visits  to  the 
hosptial,  that  were  as  costly  as  the  first  one. 
they  would  be  broke,  with  the  exception  of 
their  social  security  checks,  and  a  $29-per- 
month  pension  that  my  father  gets  from  tn» 
factory  where  he  used  to  work, 

I  know  you  are  for  medicare,  and  I  hope 
that  you  will  continue  to  push  for  it,  and  if 
there  is  anything  that  I  can  do,  as  an  In- 
dividual, please  write  and  let  me  know,  be- 
cause I  know  from  firsthand  experience 
that  a  lot  of  our  senior  citizens  are  not  get- 
ting the  medical  care  that  they  need,  be- 
cause they  are  afraid  of  the  exorbitant 
costs. 

Yours  truly. 


Bellaire,  Mich., 

March  5,  1964. 
Senator  Patrick  V.  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McNamara:  In  1945  we  paid 
about  $65  for  Blue  Cross  coverage  for  1  year, 
then  I  was  young  enough  to  be  on  salary. 
Now  I  am  70  years  old  and  get  social  security 
check  of  $136.50  per  month  for  both  wife 
and  I.  It  takes  2%  checks  or  $314  for  a 
years'  coverage  of  Blue  Cross  and  Blue  Shield. 

In  November  1963  I  was  in  the  hospital  for 
21  days.  The  cost  to  me  for  doctor,  ambu- 
lance, X-rays,  and  drugs  the  day  I  came  home 
was  $93  and  about  $20  for  drugs  each  month. 
These  expenses  are  above  what  was  covered 
through  our  insurance. 

Blue  Cross  and  Blue  Shield  are  raising  fre- 
quently until  they  can  scarcely  be  met. 

We  feel  there  is  an  urgent  need  for  insur- 
ance for  senior  citizens  attached  to  social 
security. 

Please  support  this  measure. 
Respectfully, 


East  Cleveland,  Ohio, 

April  7,  1964. 

Senator  Pat  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  am  writing  you  on  the 
subject  of  medicare.  I  am  an  average  retired 
factory  worker,  raised  5  children  during  the 
depression  and  was  55  years  of  age  before  we 
could  accumulate  a  few  nickles  for  retire- 
ment. I  had  to  work  to  age  of  68  because  we 
needed  the  money.  After  leaving  the  com- 
pany our  hospitalization  was  cut  off  and  we 
were  on  our  own,  listed  as  nongroup  and  our 
Blue  Cross  rates  doubled.    I  am  71  and  my 
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wife  62.  Our  combined  social  security  check 
is  $163  a  month.  This  is  our  only  income. 
Out  of  this  we  have  to  pay  Blue  Cross  about 
$48  per  every  2  months  or  $24  a  month. 
This  is  over  50  percent  of  my  wife's  share  of 
the  social  security  check. 

We  had  $2,000  in  a  small  nest  egg  which 
is  rapidly  being  depleted  by  hospital  protec- 
tion. We  cannot  afford  any  pleasures  or 
vacations  on  account  of  this  expense.  The 
American  Medical  Association  tries  to  show 
how  many  seniors  are  insured  but  they  say 
nothing  of  the  deprivations  we  go  through  to 
keep  covered.  This  is  the  oldest  bill  before 
Congress  and  In  all  fairness  the  Congress 
should  be  given  a  chance  to  vote  on  it. 
Cordially  yours, 


relieving  the  high  cost  of  medical  and  hos- 
pital care  for  the  senior  citizens. 

I  am  71  years  old  and  my  wife  and  I  live 
on  a  very  small  income  from  social  security 
of  $91.30  per  month,  plus  $72  civil  service 
pension,  and  very  small  savings. 

If  we  would  have  a  major  sickness  we 
would  have  to  take  a  pauper  oath  under  the 
Kerr-Mills  bill  or  go  broke. 

For  45  years  I  carried  policies  of  health 
and  accident,  cost  me  nearly  $15,000.  At 
65  they  canceled;  now  I  have  nothing. 

The  new  hospital  and  medical  insurance 
sold  to  the  aged  at  present  is  too  costly  and 
If  purchased  at  reasonable  rates  they  are 
very  inadequate.  Something  has  to  be  done 
as  there  are  millions  besides  myself  that  are 
in  the  same  fix  as  I  am. 
Sincerely, 


We  have  social  security  but  will  have  to  go 
on  county  welfare  to  keep  going.    We  don't 
like  It  but  there  Is  no  alternative  at  present. 
Sincerely, 


Trumbull,  Conn., 

May  4,  1964. 

Senator  Pat  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McNamara:  Because  you 
seem  to  be  giving  so  much  of  yourself  to 
help  the  medicare  bill  I  am  writing  to  thank 
you  for  what  you  are  trying  to  do. 

My  husband  and  I  are  almost  70  and  we 
are  paying  all  these  health  insurance  bills 
yet  if  we  need  a  doctor  we  find  it  so  hard 
to  pay  him  and  then  pay  for  the  expensive 
medicine.  These  Insurances  are  mostly  be- 
cause of  the  constant  fear  we  have  of  ever 
having  to  go  into  a  hospital.  I  was  in  five 
times  in  4  years  and  know  what  has  to  be 
paid  along  with  the  insurance. 

Please  help  us. 
Sincerely, 


Algonac,  Mich., 

May  11,  1964. 

Senator  Pat  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  As  you  are  chairman  of  the 
health  of  the  elderly  I  would  like  to  write 
to  you  about  my  experience  with  a  private 
company  in  which  I  carry  hospital  insur- 
ance. 

I  spent  32  days  in  Mount  Clemens  General 
Hospital  and  the  total  bill  was  $1,883.08.  My 
insurance  company  paid  $835. 

My  premium  is  $194.70.  This  covers  the 
wife  and  myself.  I  can't  do  any  better  with 
any  other  company  as  when  one  gets  past 
65  years  the  premium  really  goes  up  and  they 
just  pay  a  part  of  the  costs. 

I  was  fortunate  to  have  the  money  to  pay 
the  extra  costs  but  I  know  a  lot  of  elderly 
folks  that  don't  have  hardly  enough  to  live 
from  day  to  day. 

I  think  something  should  be  done  to  as- 
sist these  elderly  folks. 
Sincerely  yours, 


Lansing,  Mich., 
February  3,  1964. 
Hon.  Patrick  V.  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McNamara:  We  are  senior 
citizens  from  Lansing,  Mich.  I  have  been  in 
and  out  of  hospitals;  Sparrow  In  Lansing 
and  Butterworth  in  Grand  Rapids  for  the 
past  year  from  December  1962  to  December 
1963.  I  am  not  through  yet.  Have  spent 
over  $8,000  plus  doctor  bills  for  two  opera- 
tions and  still  go  in  for  X-rays,  blood  tests, 
etc.,  every  month  or  two. 

We  have  spent  all  our  savings  and  are  at 
the  end  of  the  rope,  so  to  speak.  I  am  72 
years  old  In  April.  Have  not  been  able  to  do 
any  work  for  the  past  year.  I  took  out  Blue 
Cross,  senior  citizens  plan,  when  it  opened 
last  summer,  in  July.  Also  took  out  "65 
plus"  plan  with  the  Continental  Casualty  Co. 
Neither  one  have  paid  1  cent  to  date.  Con- 
tinental Casualty  Co.  raised  their  premium 
February  1  from  $6.50  per  month  to  $8. 
Agree  with  you,  something  should  be  done  to 
protect  our  senior  citizens.  We  try  to  be 
independent,  but  how  long  can  we  go  on? 
They  claim  "preexisting  condition."  Glad 
you  are  Investigating  for  us.  We  sure  need  it. 
Sincerely, 


Ludington,  Mich., 

March  10,  1964. 

Senator  Pat  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McNamara:  I  wish  to  inform 
you  that  I  am  a  practicing  physician,  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Michigan  State  Medical  Society, 
and  the  American  Medical  Association. 

I  am  strongly  in  favor  of  the  King-Ander- 
son bill  and  wish  to  inform  you  that  I  am 
one  of  the  members  of  the  Michigan  State 
Medical  Society  not  opposed  to  legislation 
for  medical  care  for  the  aged. 

As  you  well  know,  the  present  system  in 
Michigan  is  inadequate  in  meeting  the  needs 
of  our  older  citizens. 

I  hope  you  will  give  the  King-Anderson  bill 
your  support. 

Sincerely, 


St.  Clair  Shores,  Mich., 

May  13, 1964. 

Re  medical  care  for  the  aged. 
Senator  Patrick  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  My  wife  and  I  are  retired 
and  we  find  that  we  can  live  very  well  on 
our  social  security  and  some  interest. 

Our  big  worry  is  hospital  care.  If  we 
would  have  to  use  some  of  our  capital  to 
pay  high  hospital  bills  it  would  cut  down 
our  living  standards. 

In  the  past  10  years  we  have  had  six  hos- 
pital bills  of  about  $1,000  each.    The  bills 
were  mostly  taken  care  of  by  covered  em- 
ployment.   We  do  not  have  it  now. 
Yours  truly, 


Greensburg,  Pa., 

July  30,  1964. 

Senator  Pat  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  wrote  you  sometime  ago 
about  my  experience  with  Blue  Cross  and 
received  a  nice  reply  for  same. 

I  am  writing  this  in  regards  to  a  piece  I 
read  in  the  Pittsburgh  Press  about  "Gold- 
water  clashes  about  medicare  need."  I  can 
say  this,  he  is  all  wet  in  his  statement.  I 
have  had  the  experience  with  my  wife  being 
ill  for  over  3  years,  when  she  died  March  30 
this  year. 

I  spent  every  cent  I  had  saved  and  I  had 
to  sell  my  home.  I  am  70  years  old  and  my 
wife  was  the  same.  I  can  tell  you  what  it 
means  with  hospital,  doctors,  and  nursing 
homes,  plus  housekeeper  expenses  before  put- 
ting her  in  a  nursing  home.  All  this  when 
you  are  on  social  security  and  a  small  pen- 
sion. 

Yours  truly, 


Miami,  Fla., 
April  27,  1964. 

Senator  Pat  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sir:  I  am  100  percent  behind  you  in 
your  fight  for  medicare,  or  some  plan  for 


Santa  Barbara,  Calif., 

July  23,  1964. 

Hon.  Patrick  V.  McNamara, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McNamara  :  We  do  thank  you 
for  your  courageous  stand,  and  we  know  that 
millions  of  others  do  the  same.  Our  case 
(the  same  as  many  others)  Is  that  both  my 
wife  and  myself  had  operations  and  hospital 
care  about  2  years  ago  and  spent  most  of  our 
savings. 

Now  we  need  more  and  no  more  surplus  to 
take  care  of  us. 


Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  dur- 
ing the  continuing  debate  over  the  pro- 
posals to  add  hospital  insurance  to  the 
social  security  program,  the  opponents 
have  argued  that  the  Kerr-Mills  MAA 
program,  plus  private  helath  insurance, 
makes  any  new  program  unnecessary. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Health  of  the 
Elderly  of  the  Special  Committee  on 
Aging  has  devoted  a  substantial  amount 
of  attention  to  both  the  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram and  the  role  of  commercial  health 
insurance. 

The  information  we  have  developed 
makes  it  abundantly  clear  that  Kerr- 
Mills  and  private  health  insurance,  by 
themselves,  simply  are  unable  to  do  the 
job  which  must  be  done. 

I  believe  that  both  Kerr -Mills  and  the 
commercial  insurance  companies  have 
important  roles  to  perform  in  meeting 
the  health  needs  of  the  elderly. 

I  believe  further  that  they  will  func- 
tion much  more  effectively  as  a  supple- 
ment to,  rather  than  a  substitute  for,  a 
program  of  hospital  insurance  financed 
through  social  security. 

The  deficiencies  of  Kerr-Mills  as  a 
principal  Federal  answer  to  meeting  the 
health  needs  of  the  elderly  have  been 
thoroughly  documented  in  three  reports 
issued  by  the  Special  Committee  on 
Aging.  The  basic  shortcomings  of  Kerr- 
Mills  are  as  follows: 

First.  Since  it  must  be  implemented 
by  State  action,  it  is  not  a  national  an- 
swer to  what  is  obviously  a  national 
problem.  After  4  years  of  operation, 
only  33  States  have  Kerr-Mills  programs 
in  operation,  which  means  it  is  not  avail- 
able at  all  in  17  States. 

And  in  those  States  that  have  acted 
there  is  a  wide  variation  in  eligibility 
requirements  and  the  types  and  duration 
of  benefits.  Geography,  not  need,  deter- 
mines whether  or  not  an  ailing  elderly 
person  shall  be  helped. 

Second.  The  most  serious  failing  of 
the  Kerr-Mills  program  is  the  fact  that 
it  employs  a  "means  test"  to  determine 
eligibility.  This  is  a  fatal  flaw  because 
it  only  offers  some  help  after  the  ir- 
replaceable assets  of  an  older  person 
have  been  depleted  to  the  point  where 
he  is  dependent. 

What  we  need  is  a  program  which  of- 
fers help  as  soon  as  health  costs  are  in- 
curred, as  a  matter  of  earned  right. 
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Third.  Under  Kerr-Mills,  the  wealth- 
ier States  most  able  to  raise  the  matching 
funds  required  have  received  the  "lion's 
share"  of  the  Federal  money  spent  on 
the  program.  They  have  done  this  de- 
spite the  fact  that  they  are  required  to 
put  up  a  higher  percentage  of  matching 
funds  than  the  poorer  States. 

The  poorer  States,  where  the  need  Is 
the  greatest,  have  been  unable  to  offer 
much  more  than  token  programs,  even 
with  Kerr-Mills  Federal  money. 

Fourth.  Kerr-Mills  MAA  has,  in  large 
part,  been  used  by  the  States  as  a  vehicle 
to  secure  greater  Federal  matching  funds 
for  the  cost  of  caring  for  persons  pre- 
viously eligible  for  other  Federal  pro- 
grams in  existence  prior  to  Kerr -Mills. 

Some  100,000  persons  have  been  trans- 
ferred from  other  programs  to  Kerr- 
Mills.  Thus,  to  a  great  extent,  Kerr- 
Mills  MAA  has  not  been  a  new  program 
for  a  new  group  of  people,  the  so-called 
medically  indigent,  as  it  was  intended 
to  be. 

The  inability  of  Blue  Cross  and  the 
private  health  insurance  industry  to 
meet  the  health  needs  of  the  elderly  has 
been  convincingly  documented  in  the 
recent  report  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Health  of  the  Elderly. 

Our  subcommittee  report  is  based  on 
an  extensive  study  over  a  period  of  many 
months — of  Blue  Cross  and  the  private 
health  insurance  industry. 

The  summary  of  this  report,  which  was 
issued  in  July  1964,  details  the  findings 
of  the  subcommittee  and  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  it  be  inserted  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  summary 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Summary 

Private  health  insurance  is  unable  to  pro- 
vide the  large  majority  of  our  18  million  older 
Americans  with  adequate  hospital  protection 
at  reasonable  premium  cost. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Health  of  the  Eld- 
erly of  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging  has 
arrived  at  that  conclusion  following  many 
months  of  intensive  study  of  the  health  in- 
surance needs  and  problems  of  the  elderly. 

The  investigation  by  the  subcommittee  de- 
veloped a  substantial  body  of  information 
heretofore  not  compiled  or  available.  In 
large  part,  these  new  data  (included  in  the 
body  and  appendix  of  this  report)  lead  to  the 
following  findings  concerning  the  inability 
of  private  health  insurance  to  meet  the  needs 
of  the  aged : 

1.  Only  9  million  of  the  Nation's  elderly — 
one -half  of  the  total — held  hospital  insur- 
ance policies  at  the  end  of  1962.  The  other 
half — predominately  the  very  old,  those  in 
poor  health,  the  unemployed,  and  those  with 
the  lowest  incomes — were  without  hosiptal 
insurance  coverage  of  any  kind.  They  are 
the  most  difficult  to  insure — even  in  terms  of 
acquiring  the  cheapest  and  most  inadequate 
of  policies,  and,  additionally,  are  the  very 
ones  who  need  the  protection  the  most. 

2.  The  health  insurance  industry  has  re- 
ported a  substantially  greater  number  as  in- 
sured— 10.3  mUlion.  The  subcommittee  is 
convinced  that  this  is  an  inflated  figure,  con- 
cocted to  creat  an  illusion  of  great  strides 
by  private  health  insurance  in  extending  cov- 
erage to  the  aged.  In  reality,  however,  the 
"stride"  was  no  more  than  a  "limp."  Based 
on  our  hearings  and  investigation  we  are 
convinced  that  facts  were  distorted  and  ma- 
nipulated in  an  effort  to  create  an  impression 
that  Congress  need  consider  no  further  action 


to  meet  the  hospital  insurance  needs  of  the 
elderly. 

For  example,  the  Health  Insurance  Associ- 
ation of  America  told  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
in  November  1963  that  "more  than  2  million" 
aged  were  covered  by  Individual  company 
mass  enrollment  programs.  The  source  they 
cited  was  their  own  publication  which  upon 
inspection  was  revealed  to  state  "well  over 
1  million" — not  the  same  as  "more  than  2 
million."  But  reports  to  this  subcommittee 
from  the  companies  concerned  show  that  at 
most  not  more  than  750,000  people  are  cov- 
ered under  the  individual  company  mass  en- 
rollment programs. 

The  inaccurate  data  furnished  by  the 
health  insurance  industry  was  used  to  sup- 
port the  minority  views  included  in  our 
subcommitee  report  of  October  1963  on  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  which  contained  the  fol- 
lowing statement: 

"•  *  *  there  has  been  an  intensive  develop- 
ment and  sale  of  new  health  insurance  plans 
for  older  people.  These  have  included  mass 
enrollment  plans  requiring  no  physical  ex- 
amination. Several  companies  have  sold 
over  1  million  each  of  such  plans." 

Again,  reports  to  the  subcommitee  from 
the  companies  involved,  indicate  that  all  of 
the  individual  company  mass  enrollment 
plans  put  together  insure  not  "several  mil- 
lion" but  less  than  750,000  different  people. 

3.  Only  one  in  four  older  people  holds 
adequate  hospital  insurance  under  the  defi- 
nition of  adequacy  established  by  the  Amer- 
ican Hospital  Association.  Well  over  one- 
half  of  all  commercial  hospital  insurance 
policies  pay  only  $10  or  less  a  day  toward 
hospital  room  and  board  charges  which  now 
cost  an  average  of  $20.  Commercial  insur- 
ance coverage  of  hospital  "extras" — drugs, 
laboratory  fees.  X-rays,  etc. — is  equally  poor. 
This  is  significant  because  these  services 
cost  about  as  much  as  the  room  and  board 
bill. 

4.  For  many  years  Blue  Cross  has  come 
closest  to  providing  adequate  hospital  in- 
surance for  the  aged.  But  now  Blue  Cross, 
under  competitive  and  cost  pressures,  is 
employing  a  variety  of  devices — deductibles, 
coinsurance,  and  dollar  limits  on  benefits — 
which  reduce  the  extent  of  protection. 
Those  aged  who  have  been  adequately  cov- 
ered in  the  past  will  find  their  hospital 
insurance  covering  smaller  and  smaller  pro- 
portions of  their  bills  in  the  future. 

5.  The  older  Blue  Cross  subscriber  is  being 
subjected  to  double  barreled  pressure.  Not 
only  are  his  benefits  being  cut,  but  his 
premium  charges  are  being  increased  with 
painful  regularity.  The  cost  problem  is 
further  aggravated  by  another  development 
to  the  point  where  the  older  Blue  Cross  mem- 
ber is  virtually  being  priced  out  of  the  mar- 
ket. Blue  Cross  plans  have  or  are  seeking 
to  abandon  the  concept  of  "community  rat- 
ing" in  favor  of  "experience  rating."  "Ex- 
perience rating"  bases  premium  charges  on 
the  extent  of  use  of  insurance  benefits.  The 
aged,  who  use  far  more  hospital  services 
than  other  subscribers,  will  be  particularly 
affected.  As  an  example  of  the  impact  of 
"experience  rating,"  the  chairman  of  the 
New  York  State  Joint  Legislative  Committee 
on  Health  Insurance  Plans  told  the  subcom- 
mittee that  premium  charges  to  the  elderly 
might  rise  as  much  as  100  percent  within  3 
years  under  the  "experience  rating"  system 
proposed  by  the  New  York  City  Blue  Cross 
Plan — the  largest  in  the  country. 

6.  The  best  of  the  commercial  health  in- 
surance plans — the  so-called  "blue  ribbon" 
policies — are  so  expensive  that  they  are  be- 
yond the  economic  reach  of  most  elderly  per- 
sons. Although  they  offer  only  partial  pro- 
tection, such  policies  now  cost  an  elderly 
couple  from  $500  to  $600  a  year,  with  the 
strong  probability  that  further  premium  in- 
creases will  be  forthcoming. 


Since  the  median  income  of  aged  couples 
in  1962  was  only  $2,875,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
vast  majority  of  them  cannot  afford  this  kind 
of  protection. 

7.  The  so-called  "State  65"  programs,  where 
several  insurance  companies  combine  to  op- 
erate a  pooled-risk  plan,  have  made  virtually 
no  progress  in  meeting  the  needs  of  the 
aged.  They  are  costly  now  and  will  cost 
even  more  in  the  future.  They  have  built-in 
factors — such  as  lack  of  growth  in  numbers 
covered  and  the  increasing  age  of  partici- 
pants— which  raise  serious  questions  con- 
cerning their  long-term  stability. 

In  summary,  the  extensive  data  and  testi- 
mony presented  to  the  subcommittee  led  us 
to  the  firm  conclusion  that  private  health 
insurance — with  respect  to  the  aged — is  los- 
ing ground,  not  making  progress.  The  el- 
derly who  now  hold  private  health  insurance 
are  having  great  difficulty  keeping  even  an 
inadequate  level  of  protection.  They  find 
themselves  squeezed  between  higher  premi- 
ums and  shrinking  benefits,  as  hospital  and 
medical  costs  continue  to  climb. 

As  a  result,  increasing  numbers  of  our 
older  people  are  confronted  with  financial 
castastrophe  brought  on  by  illness. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  the  Congress  has  the 
responsibility  and  the  obligation  to  act,  and 
act  quickly. 

It  is  equally  apparent  that  enactment  of 
a  program  of  hospital  insurance  financed 
through  social  security  is  the  logical  course 
for  us  to  follow. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  that  an  edi- 
torial from  the  Fresno,  Calif.,  Bee,  dis- 
cussing the  report,  be  placed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

[From  the  Fresno  (Calif.)  Bee,  Aug.  5,  1964] 
Health  Care  for  Aging  Should  Be  Improved 

A  majority  of  the  members  of  a  special 
U.S.  Senate  subcommittee  studying  the 
health  problems  of  America's  18  million 
elderly  people  filed  a  report  recently  which 
should  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the  need  for 
improved  health  care  for  those  over  65. 

Of  these  18  million  Americans,  the  sub- 
committee stated,  only  one-half  have  hospi- 
tal insurance  policies  of  any  kind  and  only 
one-half  of  the  policies  meet  the  definition 
of  adequacy  established  by  the  American 
Hospital  Association. 

The  9  million  persons  over  65  who  are 
without  insurance  are  predominantly  very 
old,  unemployed  or  with  low  incomes,  the 
very  people  in  fact  who  need  protection  the 
most.  They  are  extremely  poor  prospects  for 
private  insurance  and  yet  are  reluctant  to 
declare  themselves  indigents,  which  is  neces- 
sary to  get  the  Kerr-Mills  aid. 

These  statistics  make  a  mockery  of  the 
callous  declaration  of  the  Republican  mem- 
bers of  the  subcommittee,  including  Senator 
Barry  Goldwater,  of  Arizona,  that  the  re- 
port "appears  to  be  aimed  at  discrediting 
and  undermining  confidence  in  Blue  Cross 
and  the  health  insurance  industry." 

If  this  is  the  best  the  Republican  minority 
could  come  up  with,  it  certainly  offers  little 
comfort  to  the  13  million  or  more  Americans 
who  have  no  health  insurance  at  all  or  whose 
policies  fall  far  short  of  covering  their  hos- 
pital expenses. 

It  is  a  case  of  missing  the  point  entirely 
for  Goldwater  and  the  subcommittee  minor- 
ity to  say  the  report  aims  to  discredit  legiti- 
mate private  health  insurance. 

The  report  does  not  criticize  the  insurance 
companies  for  what  they  are  doing,  nor 
should  It.  As  the  subcommittee  states,  these 
companies  are  operating  under  increasing 
cost  pressures  and  find  it  necessary  in  many 
cases  to  raise  rates  and  reduce  benefits. 
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Under  social  security  people  would  pay 
through  their  working  years  for  hospital  care 
when  they  retire  and  then  cannot  finance 
health  insurance  out  of  their  greatly  reduced 
incomes.  What  Is  so  wrong  with  that?  And 
it  is  completely  wrong  to  say  those  who  are 
trying  to  meet  the  problem  in  this  manner 
are  trying  to  discredit  private  health  In- 
surance. 

Nonsense.  That  Is  like  trying  to  cure  a 
headache  by  shooting  the  doctor. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  In  conclusion,  I 
point  out  that  the  American  people  want 
this  program  of  hospital  insurance 
through  social  security. 

It  is  desired  not  only  by  the  older  peo- 
ple who  are  in  immediate  need,  but  by 
their  children  and  grandchildren,  as  well. 

Younger  people  see  this  program  as  a 
means  of  aiding  their  parents  and  grand- 
parents without  a  catastrophic  impact 
upon  their  family  finances.  They  also 
see  it  as  a  means  of  providing  for  a  good 
part  of  their  own  health  needs  when  they 
reach  retirement  age. 

In  each  of  four  Gallup  polls  on  this 
question,  a  majority  of  all  those  express- 
ing an  opinion  stated  their  support  of  a 
social  security  financed  hospital  insur- 
ance program. 

Mr.  President,  the  time  for  action  on 
this  program  is  now.  We  have  studied 
and  debated  this  issue  for  years.  All  the 
information  needed  for  us  to  make  up 
our  minds  is  available. 

Our  older  Americans  have  waited  for 
years.  The  longer  they  wait,  the  worse 
their  situation  becomes. 

Further  delay  is  intolerable. 

We  must  act — and  act  now. 

Mr.  President,  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  .the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names : 


[No.  557  Leg.] 

Aiken 

Gruenlng 

Mundt 

Allott 

Hart 

Muskie 

Anderson 

Hay  den 

Nelson 

Bartlett 

Hlckenlooper 

Neuberger 

Bayh 

HoUand 

Pas  tore 

Beall 

Hruska 

Pearson 

Bennett 

Humphrey 

Pell 

Bible 

Inouye 

Prouty 

Boggs 

Javlts 

Proxmire 

Brewster 

Johnston 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Rlblcoff 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Russell 

Carlson 

Keating 

Salinger 

Case 

Kuchel 

Scott 

Church 

Lausche 

Simpson 

Clark 

Long,  Mo. 

Smathers 

Cooper 

Long,  La. 

Smith 

Cotton 

Mansfield 

Sparkman 

Curtis 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Dirksen 

McClellan 

Symington 

Dodd 

McGee 

Thurmond 

Dominlck 

McGovern 

Walters 

Douglas 

Mclntyre 

Williams,  N.J. 

Eastland 

McNamara 

Williams,  Del. 

Ellender 

Mechem 

Yarborough 

Ervin 

Metcalf 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Fong 

Monxoney 

Young,  Ohio 

Fulbright 

Morse 

Gore 

Morton 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Bayh  in  the  chair) .  A  quorum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  some  questions  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee. 


The  Senator  from  Tennessee  knows 
that,  together  with  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Case],  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Keating],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Cooper],  and 
the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith], 
I  sponsored  a  comprehensive  bill  dealing 
with  the  question  of  medical  care  for 
the  aged.  The  bill  that  we  have  spon- 
sored, and  submitted  as  amendment  No. 
1240  to  the  pending  bill,  has  two  major 
sections.  One  section  deals  with  hos- 
pitalization and  other  benefits  very  sim- 
ilar to  those  included  in  amendment  No. 
1256  of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 
The  other  section,  which,  for  all  practical 
purposes,  is  a  separate  title,  occurs  in  our 
amendment  at  page  No.  63.  It  is  en- 
titled, "Complementary  Private  Health 
Insurance  for  Individuals  Aged  65,  or 
Over." 

Our  bill  provides  an  opportunity  for 
both  private  enterprise  insurance  and 
minimum,  basic,  fundamental  hospital 
coverage  based  on  social  security  financ- 
ing to  the  aged  person. 

The  amendment  which  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  has  already  offered  does, 
for  most  practical  purposes,  what  the 
first  part  of  our  proposal  would  accom- 
plish. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  speaks  cor- 
rectly. If  he  and  other  Senators  who 
desire  to  compare  the  two  will  examine 
the  committee  print  of  August  21,  1964, 
they  will  see  that  the  amendment  which 
I  have  offered — which  is,  in  essence,  the 
King-Anderson  bill — is  compared  with 
the  amendment  Introduced  by  the  dis- 
tinguished senior  Senator  from  New 
York  and  five  of  his  colleagues.  There 
are  statistics  and  analyses  on  pages  1 
and  2  which  bear  out  the  accuracy  of 
the  statement  that  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  New  York  has  made 
with  respect  to  the  health  benefits 
through  social  security. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  There  are  some  varia- 
tions between  the  health  benefits  under 
our  amendment  and  the  health  benefits 
under  what  I  think  it  would  be  fair  to 
call  the  considerably  revised  King- 
Anderson  bill  which  the  Senator  has 
introduced. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  JAVITS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  bill  which  I  originally 
introduced  was  revised  only  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  offer  it  a?  an  amendment  to 
the  House  passed  bill,  with  some  rela- 
tively minor  exceptions. 

After  the  introduction  and  presenta- 
tion yesterday  of  the  amendment  by  the 
able  junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long],  it  became  necessary  to  offer  my 
amendment  as  an  amendment  to  the 
Long  amendment,  rather  than  as  an 
amendment  to  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.    I  understand. 

Mr.  GORE.  This  required  a  good 
many  parliamentary  changes  to  make  It 
fit  as  an  amendment  germane  to  the 
Long  amendment. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  understand.  I  am 
now  coming  to  the  fundamental  ques- 


tion which  I  should  like  to  put  to  the 
Senator.  The  Senator  may  recall  that 
in  1962  the  King-Anderson  bill  under- 
went very  considerable  revision  when 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  An- 
derson] and  I  agreed  upon  a  bill  which 
we  sponsored  jointly,  together  with 
others  of  my  colleagues — including,  I  be- 
lieve, all  but  one  of  the  sponsors  of  the 
amendment  which  I  have  now  proposed 
to  the  Senate,  and  which  at  that  time 
was  defeated  by  a  narrow  vote.  The 
agreement  between  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  my  col- 
leagues, and  myself  resulted  in  a  number 
of  fundamental  changes  in  the  original 
administration  concept.  What  I  should 
like  now  to  do,  if  the  Senator  will  bear 
with  me,  is  to  check  over  those  basic 
concepts  for  the  Record — and  I  think  it 
will  be  rather  important  in  respect  to 
what  happens  to  the  Senator's  amend- 
ment— in  order  to  see  whether  it  is  that 
version  of  the  program  which  is  before 
us  rather  than  the  version  which  ante- 
dated it,  namely,  the  one  that  was  voted 
on,  the  Senator  will  recall,  in  1960,  and 
was  subsequently  discussed. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  able  and  distin- 
guished senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson]  is  present  in  the  Cham- 
ber. I  am  sure  that  he  will  be  able  to 
provide  answers  from  his  knowledge  of 
the  teamwork  and  negotiators  in  which 
he  and  the  senior  Senator  from  New  York 
were  involved  to  a  greater  extent  per- 
haps than  I  would  be  able  to  do. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  That  is  true  in  terms 
of  history,  but  it  is  not  in  terms  of  what 
is  contained  in  the  Senator's  amend- 
ment, on  which  the  Senator  is  the  best 
authority. 

I  now  pose  to  the  Senator  my  ques- 
tions. In  1962,  we  contended  very 
strongly  for  four  principles  in  respect  of 
the  revision  of  the  administration's  plan 
as  it  looked  in  1960.  One  involved  the 
question  of  a  health  insurance  trust 
fund.  The  second  related  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  use,  for  purposes  of  admin- 
istration, of  voluntary  organizations  and 
associations  of  voluntary  organizations. 
The  third  dealt  with  the  use  of  State 
agencies.  The  fourth  was  some  ap- 
proach— so  far  as  it  could  be  managed 
actuarially — to  universal  eligibility,  bear- 
ing in  mind  that  the  social  security  sys- 
tem was  growing,  and  that  many  of  those 
over  65  might  not  be  covered  at  present. 
We  had  in  mind  an  estimate  of  some- 
thing like  two  to  four  million,  but  as 
time  went  on,  the  social  security  system 
would  catch  up  with  practically  all  over 
65. 

I  therefore  would  like  to  ask  the  Sen- 
ator, if  I  may,  upon  that  basis  of  fact, 
the  following  questions : 

Does  the  Senator's  amendment  now 
include  a  provision  for  a  health  insur- 
ance trust  fund — it  does  not  have  to  be 
word  for  word  the  same — which  was 
found  in  the  bill  known  as  the  Ander- 
son-Javits  bill? 

Mr.  GORE.   It  does. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Next,  does  it  also  in- 
clude in  the  same  way  the  provisions  for 
administration  by  contract  with  the  Sec- 
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retary  by  voluntary  organizations  on  a 
regional  basis? 

Mr.  GORE.  More  than  a  "yes"  or 
"no"  answer  is  required.  Any  group  of 
hospitals — or  group  of  other  providers  of 
covered  services — could  designate  a  pri- 
vate organization  of  their  own  choice, 
such  as  Blue  Cross,  to  receive  bills  for 
services  and  to  pay  such  bills  for  their 
members  who  prefer  such  an  arrange- 
ment. The  Secretary  would  be  able  to 
delegate  certain  administrative  func- 
tions of  the  program  to  such  designated 
organizations.  Those  administrative 
functions  could  include  reviewing  hospi- 
tal fiscal  records  as  a  part  of  the  deter- 
mination of  the  cost  of  services  and  act- 
ing as  a  center  for  communicating  and 
interpreting  payment  procedures  to  hos- 
pitals. 

In  a  general  way,  this  constitutes  an 
affirmative  answer  to  the  question  of  the 
able  Senator,  although  it  is  not  exactly 
the  same.  In  light  of  the  fact  that  I 
do  not  have  full  knowledge  of  the  back- 
ground of  the  negotiations  and  agree- 
ments between  the  Senator  from  New 
York  and  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
I  thought  it  best  to  make  this  expla- 
nation. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  I  believe  it  is  fair  to 
say  that  it  is  a  version  of  the  same  pro- 
posal that  is  contained  in  section  1815  of 
the  Senator's  amendment  and  in  section 
1845  of  our  amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.    I  agree. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Next — and  I  do  not  ex- 
pect the  Senator  to  say  word  for  word; 
he  could  not,  and  neither  could  I. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  JAVITS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  As  the  Senator  knows, 
the  question  we  are  discussing  is  one  of 
the  extremely  technical  subjects  with 
which  the  Senate  is  called  upon  to  deal. 
The  actuarial  analyses  constitute  a 
problem  a  bit  beyond  the  mental  arith- 
metic ability  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Tennessee.  But  we  have  had  the  aid  of 
the  Social  Security  Board,  the  Legisla- 
tive Drafting  Service,  the  Library  of 
Congress,  and  experts  from  as  many 
sources  as  we  were  able  to  draw  from. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  We,  too,  had  the  same 
aid,  and  therefore  I  think  there  is  prob- 
ably great  similarity  in  the  results. 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that  almost  anyone 
who  attempts  to  deal  responsibly  and 
subjectively  with  this  subject  must  turn 
to  those  technicians? 

Mr.  GORE.  Without  question;  and,  I 
must  say,  they  have  been  honest  in  the 
way  in  which  they  have  applied  our 
respective  instructions. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Completely  profes- 
sional and  nonpartisan. 

Mr.  GORE.  Exactly. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Also  I  gather  that  the 
Senator  would  make  the  same  answer 
with  respect  to  the  utilization  of  State 
agencies,  as  provided  in  our  amendment 
at  page  25,  section  1807,  which  provision 
is  also  included  in  the  Senator's  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  GORE.  Responsibility  for  ad- 
ministration of  the  program — except  for 
railroad  retirement  annuitants  and  pen- 
sioners— would  rest  with  the  Secretary. 
Considerable  reliance  would  be  placed 


upon  the  States  to  assure  that  local  con- 
ditions would  be  taken  into  account. 
The  Secretary  would  consult  with  appro- 
priate State  agencies  and  recognized 
national  accrediting  bodies  in  formu- 
lating the  conditions  for  participation 
by  providers  of  service.  Provision  would 
be  made  for  the  establishment  of  an 
advisory  council  which  would  advise  the 
Secretary  on  policy  matters  in  connec- 
tion with  administration.  In  order  to 
be  eligible  to  participate  in  the  program, 
providers  of  service  would  have  to  meet 
specified  conditions  to  assure  the  health 
and  safety  of  the  beneficiaries,  but  the 
conditions  for  hospitals  could  not  be 
more  strict  than  those  required  for  ac- 
creditation by  the  Joint  Commission  on 
Accreditation  of  Hospitals. 

Accreditation  by  the  Joint  Commission 
would  be  accepted  as  meeting  all  require- 
ments for  hospital  participation  save  the 
requirement  that  there  be  a  utilization 
review  plan. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  point  out  that  the  sec- 
tion numbers  are  the  same  in  both  meas- 
ures— 1807,  and  those  that  follow. 

Finally  may  I  ask  the  Senator — and 
at  this  point  I  refer  the  Senator  to  the 
blue  sheet  analysis — whether  the  ar- 
rangements for  transitional  universality 
of  coverage  in  his  amendment  and  in  the 
amendment  which  my  colleagues  and  I 
are  sponsoring  are  the  same  with  respect 
to  people  who  are  not  now  covered  by 
social  security? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  believe  the  terms  of  the 
amendment  that  I  have  offered  and  the 
amendment  to  which  the  Senator  refers 
are  identical  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Therefore,  if  the  Sena- 
tor will  bear  with  me,  I  wish  to  lay  a  basis 
for  what  I  am  about  to  say. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  not  a  question  of 
bearing  with  the  Senator.  He  has  been 
one  of  the  most  astute  laborers  in  this 
field,  and  his  heart  has  been  in  the  work. 
He  has  sought  a  genuine  and  equitable 
solution  to  the  problem,  which,  I  am  sure 
he  agrees  with  me,  constitutes  one  of  the 
gravest  and  most  pressing  unmet  prob- 
lems of  our  society. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thoroughly  agree  with 
the  Senator.  Many  times  I  have  said 
that  it  is  probably  the  greatest  "sleeper" 
issue  in  the  United  States,  which  will  be 
awakened  as  soon  as  we  really  get  into  it, 
as  we  are  doing  now. 

I  came  to  the  conclusion  that,  for  all 
practical  purposes  the  Senator  has  pre- 
sented a  proposal  which  would  in  effect 
replace  the  amendment  which  my  col- 
leagues and  I  have  presented  up  to  the 
point  where  we  reach  the  provision  for 
complementary  private  insurance  for  in- 
dividuals aged  65  and  over,  which  is,  for 
purposes  of  discussion  here,  the  private 
enterprise  aspect  of  our  plan. 

Mr.  GORE.  This  provision  is  not  in- 
cluded in  the  amendment  I  have  of- 
fered, nor  was  it  included  in  the  King- 
Anderson  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  cooperation. 

If  I  may,  I  should  like  to  direct  some 
parliamentary  inquiries  to  the  Chair.  I 
ask  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  because  they  relate  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee. 


Mr.  President,  as  a  parliamentary  in- 
quiry, do  I  correctly  understand  that 
it  would  not  be  in  order  to  offer  amend- 
ment No.  1240,  the  amendment  spon- 
sored by  myself  and  my  colleagues,  as 
a  substitute  for  the  Gore  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.  It  would  not  be 
proper  to  do  that  at  this  time,  because 
the  Gore  amendment  is  an  amendment 
in  the  second  degree. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  is  already  in  the  sec- 
ond degree? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  al- 
ready in  the  second  degree;  that  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  If  the  Gore  amendment 
were  rejected,  would  it  then  be  in  order 
to  offer  amendment  No.  1240  in  the  same 
way  that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
has  offered  his  amendments — as  a  per- 
fecting amendment  to  the  Long  amend- 
ment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  If  the  Gore  amendment 
were  approved,  would  it  be  in  order  to 
offer  a  part  of  amendment  No.  1240, 
which  would  be  the  part  not  covered  by 
the  Gore  amendment,  as  a  perfecting 
amendment  to  the  Long  amendment  as 
amended  by  the  Gore  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  An 
amendment  could  be  offered  to  the  Long 
amendment. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  vote  would  have 
been  taken  on  the  Gore  amendment.  It 
would  have  been  adopted,  and  the  vote 
would  come  on  our  amendment  to  the 
Long  amendment  which  would  have  had 
tacked  on  to  it  the  Gore  amendment  al- 
ready adopted.  The  final  vote,  unless 
there  were  intervening  perfecting 
amendments,  would  come  on  the  Long 
amendment  as  amended.  Is  that  cor- 
rect? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  On  the 
Long  amendment  as  amended. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  All  these  actions  would 
be  affected  by  the  rule  of  germaneness, 
should  the  rule  of  germaneness  be  made 
applicable.  Is  that  correct?  In  other 
words,  the  rulings  of  the  Chair  would 
have  to  determine  whether  there  was  in 
fact  germaneness  if  the  rule  of  ger- 
maneness should  be  made  applicable,  as, 
for  example,  by  unanimous  consent.  Is 
thcit  correct  ? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No  rule 
of  germaneness  is  applicable  unless 
unanimous  consent  to  that  effect  is 
reached  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JAVITS.   I  thank  the  Chair. 

I  conclude  my  statement  as  follows: 

The  Senate  faces  a  crucial  and  basic 
decision.  It  is  very  well  known  and  very 
widely  advertised  that,  no  matter  what 
we  do  here,  the  other  body  will  not  fol- 
low suit.  I  do  not  believe  we  shuld  legis- 
late in  that  way,  especially  on  an  issue 
of  such  great  importance,  and,  from  the 
point  of  view  of  this  body,  of  first  impres- 
sion. We  have  not  passed  a  medical  care 
for  the  aged  bill  in  this  Congress.  We 
did  in  the  previous  Congress,  but  not  in 
this  one. 

I  deeply  believe — and  I  shall  deal  with 
the  subject  in  great  detail  on  another 
appropriate  occasion  during  the  course 
of  this  debate — that  there  is  great  need 
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for  this  program.  Just  as  I  am  con- 
vinced that  the  overhelming  majority 
of  our  older  citizens  need  medical  care 
for  the  aged  and  that  our  society  can 
afford  to  allow  them  to  have  it.  I  finally 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  we  should 
proceed  under  the  social  security  sys- 
tem, though  I  consider  it  as  regressive. 
I  considered  it  just  as  regressive  in  1960, 
when  I  argued  against  it,  in  the  sense 
that,  it  is  a  welfare  tax  on  those  of  lower 
income  levels,  rather  than  a  tax  on  the 
capacity  to  pay,  the  basis  on  which  the 
income  tax  is  fixed.  It  would  have  been 
much  more  equitable  to  pay  for  the  care 
out  of  general  revenues. 

However,  I  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  very  people  who  would  bear 
the  heaviest  burden  of  the  tax,  the 
younger  Americans,  who  would  pay  for 
the  longest  period  of  time,  are  in  favor  of 
it.  It  is  a  rather  interesting  sociological 
development  in  our  society  that  the 
younger  worker — the  worker  of  30  or  35, 
or  even  of  25 — is  happy  to  pay  a  social 
security  tax  that  will  provide  medical 
care  for  his  father  or  mother,  uncle  or 
aunt,  and  from  which  he  himself  will 
eventually  benefit. 

I  came  to  the  conclusion  that  if  that 
were  the  case,  and  if  we  could  not  achieve 
a  consensus  on  a  medical  aid  program 
without  social  security  financing,  I  had 
to  favor  social  security  financing. 

There  is  one  matter  of  importance 
which  should  be  brought  to  the  attention 
of  my  colleagues,  who  worked  as  hard  on 
this  subject  as  they  have  on  anything 
else.  If  we  followed  the  administration's 
line,  we  would  be  responsible  for  a  proc- 
ess, with  respect  to  which  the  opponents 
had  made  the  point  that  could  be  built 
up  as  time  went  on,  whether  it  was  ac- 
tuarially sound  or  not. 

We  came  to  the  conclusion  which  was 
affirmed  by  one  of  the  most  distinguished 
groups  that  ever  considered  the  matter; 
namely,  the  National  Committee  on 
Health  Care  for  the  Aged,  that  the  built- 
in  governor  which  should  be  established 
in  respect  of  the  whole  program  is  the 
private  enterprise  sector,  which  would 
take  the  risks  and  provide  the  benefits 
above  the  minimum  hospitalization 
which  could  be  expected  from  the  Federal 
Government. 

That  is  the  essence  of  our  proposal, 
which  is  omitted  in  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]. 

For  present  purposes,  I  advise  the  Sen- 
ate that  I  shall  urge  my  colleagues — and 
we  are  a  completely  cooperative  partner- 
ship in  this  respect- — who  were  associated 
with  me  in  this  amendment,  that  if  they 
consider  it  wise,  as  I  do,  we  should  attach 
part  B,  or  at  least  offer  that  part  of  our 
plan  as  an  amendment  to  the  Long 
amendment,  if  the  Gore  amendment  is 
agreed  to. 

I  shall  support  the  Gore  amendment 
because  I  see  it  as  the  way  in  which  the 
door  can  be  opened  to  a  really  compre- 
hensive plan  of  medical  care  for  the 
aged. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  grateful  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York.   I  am  greatly  en- 


couraged by  the  position  stated  so  elo- 
quently by  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
York.  His  support  Is  a  vital  and  neces- 
sary force,  in  my  view,  in  bringing  this 
bill  to  enactment.  I  thank  him.  I  ex- 
press gratitude  for  the  study  he  has 
devoted  to  this  subject.  Because  of  that 
study,  to  which  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander- 
son] referred  this  morning  in  most 
praiseworthy  terms  in  the  absence  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York,  he  has  ac- 
knowledged that  he  has  come  to  accept 
it  as  the  only  practical  manner  of 
achievement  of  a  broadly  based  health 
insurance  program — the  social  security 
approach.  I  was  impressed  by  his  ref- 
erence to  his  finding  that  the  youth  of 
today  would  be  happy  to  make  contribu- 
tions and  thus  participate  in  the 
program. 

Is  this  not  a  praiseworthy  social  con- 
sciousness of  which  all  of  us  can  be  ex- 
tremely proud? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  is  interesting.  When 
the  Senator  says  "praiseworthy,"  per- 
sonally I  think  that  these  young  people 
are  taxing  themselves  more  than  they 
need  to  tax  themselves  and  more  than 
they  should  in  fairness  to  themselves. 
However,  I  say  to  the  Senator  that  in 
all  my  work  on  this  subject — of  course, 
one  cannot  speak  on  public  question  in 
any  terms  of  100  percent,  because  there 
are  bound  to  be  young  persons  who  will 
be  unhappy  about  it — based  upon  my 
own  campaign  in  1962,  when  I  toured  my 
State  forward  and  backward,  and  in  all 
my  work  since  that  time,  in  1961  and 
1962,  and  thereafter,  I  must  say  in  all 
honesty  and  candor  and  conscience  that 
I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  if  the 
young  worker  is  perfectly  willing  to  ac- 
cept this  burden  and  this  policy,  and  is 
willing  to  take  It  on,  then  no  one  can 
say  that  a  pay-as-you-go  plan  Is  not  a 
good  thing.  It  is  a  good  thing.  If  the 
people  who  are  going  to  pay  for  it,  even 
though  it  is  uneven  as  far  as  they  are 
concerned,  in  terms  of  the  burden  put 
upon  them,  instead  of  having  the  burden 
put  upon  all  members  of  society,  if  they 
wish  to  carry  that  burden,  I  do  not  be- 
lieve a  legislator  can  say  "nay"  to  them. 
That  Is  why  I  have  felt  that  I  had  to 
make  the  intellectual  and  policy  turn 
which  I  made. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  JAVITS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  has  referred 
to  one  other  point  to  which  I  should 
like  to  advert,  and  that  is  the  defeatism 
which  says  that  no  matter  how  good  or 
how  sound  the  bill  may  be  as  it  passes 
the  Senate,  one  Member  of  the  other 
body  can  prevent  its  becoming  law.  The 
able  senior  Senator  from  New  York  has 
served,  as  I  have,  in  the  other  body  for 
a  number  of  years.  Like  me,  he  has  re- 
tained the  friendship  and  acquaintance 
of  a  great  many  Members  of  the  other 
body.  Does  not  the  Senator  believe  that 
the  American  people,  concerned  with 
this  pressing  and  unmet  problem,  deserve 
to  have  the  other  body  vote  on  this 
subject? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  In  response  to  that 
statement,  the  particular  Member  of  the 
other  body  to  whom  the  Senator  from 


Tennessee  refers  is  a  very  important 
Member,  and  I  count  him  as  a  friend. 

Mr.  GORE.    Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  So  does  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee,  I  am  sure. 

Mr.  GORE.  But  I  am  referring  to 
the  votes  of  435  Members  of  the  other 
body. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  was  about  to  add  that. 
I  believe  there  is  a  very  sincere  and 
deeply  held  view  on  this  subject  in  the 
quarter  we  are  discussing.  It  is  not  so 
much  a  question  of  taking  one  view,  as 
compared  with  the  view  of  the  other 
434.  I  am  counting  on  the  fact  that 
often,  when  something  is  actually  hap- 
pening, and  there  is  really  an  outstand- 
ing public  reception  for  it,  and  a  public 
demand  for  it,  the  climate  becomes  quite 
different;  and  a  man  might  well — as  I 
was  convinced  as  to  the  social  security 
approach — be  convinced  that  perhaps 
this,  rather  than  some  future  time,  is 
the  time  to  act. 

That  man  can  be  Just  as  sincere  in 
his  view  today  as  he  can  be  tomorrow 
in  the  then  prevailing  frame  of  refer- 
ence of  events. 

Therefore,  without  in  the  remotest  de- 
gree derogating  the  sincerity  and  con- 
viction of  our  friend.  I  express  the  feel- 
ing that  if  we  act  affirmatively  in  the 
Senate — and  affirmative  action  is  long 
overdue — the  practicalities  will  prevail 
in  the  light  of  public  reception,  over 
what  may  be  today  a  sincerely  held 
conviction. 

Mr.  GORE.  Without  making  a  per- 
sonal reference,  though  we  are  very  near 
to  the  point  of  personal  reference,  the 
distinguished  Member  of  the  other  body, 
who  is  the  chairman  of  a  powerful  com- 
mittee there,  is  a  man  of  enlightenment 
and  good  conscience.  Just  as  the  press- 
ing needs  of  the  people  and  the  actuarial 
facts  caused  the  senior  Senator  from 
New  York  to  alter  his  view  and  accept 
the  social  security  approach  to  this  prob- 
lem as  the  feasible  and  practical  way, 
we  have  a  right  to  hope  that  any  Mem- 
ber of  the  other  body  may  likewise  view 
this  problem  now,  after  the  Senate  acts. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Before  I  yield  the  floor,  I  should  like  to 
address  myself  to  my  distinguished 
friend  and  colleague  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  RibicoffL  I  believe  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  has  given  the  aspect 
of  this  situation  considered  attention, 
and  has  come  forth  with  a  provocative 
and  very  interesting  plan. 

I  say  to  the  Senator  that  probably  my 
feeling  about  the  basis  for  proceeding 
further  with  his  plan,  if  his  plan  were 
before  us  rather  than  the  plan  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  would  involve 
many  similarities  of  relationship. 

I  know  the  plan  is  somewhat  different, 
but,  essentially,  it  goes  to  what  I  think 
is  the  first  needed  step  in  any  really, 
comprehensive  plan  of  medical  help  for 
the  aging;  namely,  essential  hospitaliza- 
tion under  social  security  financing. 

I  say  that,  because  I  do  not  wish  my 
friend  from  Connecticut  to  assume  for  a 
moment  that  in  discussing  the  question 
with  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  I  was 
excluding  the  same  deference  to  the  pro- 
posal which  the  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut has  made,  which  at  the  moment  is  not 
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before  us,  as  I  had  extended  to  the  pro- 
posal made  by  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee I  Mr.  Gore]. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  we 
are  basically  interested  in  proposals  to 
help  meet  the  medical  costs  of  the  aging 
under  the  social  security  system. 

Without  question,  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  has  been  in 
the  lead  for  many  years  on  this  subject. 
He  has  been  joined  by  the  senior'Sena- 
tor  from  New  York  and  the  senior  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  and  myself.  I  am  a 
junior  in  the  Senate,  but,  by  reason  of 
my  experience  in  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  I  am 
deeply  interested  in  this  proposal  as  a 
basic  "must." 

I  foresee  great  problems  arising  in  the 
future  in  the  enactment  of  health  care 
for  the  aging  should  the  amendment  put 
forward  by  the  distinguished  and  able 
junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long)  be  adopted. 

Although  I  have  a  proposal  which  I  be- 
lieve eventually  will  be  the  proposal  that 
will  be  adopted — and  I  would  be  less  than 
candid  if  I  did  not  recognize  that  if  the 
measure  went  to  conference,  probably 
what  would  eventually  come  out  of  con- 
ference would  be,  the  proposal  that  I 
have  advanced — yet,  I  have  great  respect 
and  admiration  for  the  work  which  has 
been  done  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Tennessee 
has  put  forward  his  amendment  as  a  per- 
fecting amendment  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long].  I  have  joined  as 
a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment,  and  so 
has  the  senior  Senator  from  New  Mex- 
ico (Mr.  Anderson].  I  shall  vote  for  the 
perfecting  amendment  proposed  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Tennessee.  I  hope 
that  his  proposal  will  prevail. 

If  by  any  chance — and  of  course  no 
one  knows  what  the  vote  will  be — the 
substitute  being  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  is  turned  down,  I  shall 
offer  the  proposal  that  I  have  advanced, 
which  is  now  at  the  desk. 

I  should  like  to  see  the  Senate  vote 
for  the  proposal  advanced  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  because  all  of 
us  realize  the  basic  necessity  of  establish- 
ing health  care  for  the  aging  under  so- 
cial security.  My  great  fear  is  that  if 
we  fail  to  pass  such  a  measure  in  the 
Senate,  and  pass  only  an  increase  in 
social  security  cash  benefits,  without 
making  any  provision  whatsoever  for 
health  insurance  at  this  time,  it  will  be 
many  a  winter  before  this  Nation  ever 
has  a  health  care  program  for  the  aging 
under  social  security. 

I  have  foreseen,  as  I  said  at  the  begin- 
ing,  that  once  the  other  body  passed  its 
proposal  for  social  security  benefits,  it 
practically  spelled  doom  for  any  hope  of 
providing  health  care  for  our  aging  cit- 
izens unless  the  Senate  passed  a  program 
which  included  health  care  for  the  aging 
under  social  security  and  then  went  to 
conference  with  it. 

Should  the  Senate  come  forward  with 
a  program  encompassing  health  care  for 
the  aging  under  social  security,  I  would 
hope  that  we  would  stand  fast  and  in- 


sist that  the  health  care  program  be 
retained  in  conference.  If  we  fall  to 
do  so,  we  shall  be  breaking  faith  with  18 
million  people  in  America  who  are  over 
65,  and  whose  great  need  is  for  a  health 
care  program 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  for  his  state- 
ment. I  addressed  myself  to  him,  and, 
I  am  glad  to  say,  to  the  position  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson]  on  this  subject,  because, 
I,  too,  face  something  of  a  dilemma  in 
this  connection. 

I  have  a  deep  conviction  about  what  I 
call  the  need  for  a  governor  on  the  pri- 
vate enterprise  system.  Yet  it  would  be 
easy  to  fall  between  two  stools  and  vote 
against  the  Gore  and  Ribicoff  proposals, 
because  they  do  not  include  a  private  en- 
terprise title;  and  then  have  Senators 
vote  against  my  proposal  for  whatever 
reason  they  might  feel  they  had  to  vote 
against  it.  So  obviously,  constructively, 
we  ought  to  deal  with  that  subject;  and 
the  parliamentary  situation,  as  I  have 
developed  it  with  the  Chair,  would  per- 
mit us  to  deal  with  the  other  aspect,  the 
strictly  private  enterprise  aspect.  In 
that  way,  we  may  hopefully  emerge,  at 
least  from  this  body,  with  a  well  consid- 
ered plan;  whereas  if  each  of  us  takes 
the  bit  in  his  teeth  and  does  nothing 
about  the  other,  we  might  all  fail  and 
have  nothing.  It  was  for  that  reason 
that  I  said,  speaking  for  myself,  rather 
early  in  the  debate,  that  I  would  do  as 
I  have  suggested. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  may  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  York 
that  when  the  bill  came  from  the  other 
body,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  was  indis- 
posed and  was  not  in  Washington.  I 
was  most  careful,  before  I  advanced  any 
proposal,  to  keep  in  touch  with  the  ad- 
ministrative assistant  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  At  all  times  I  de- 
ferred to  the  judgment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  because  I  had  recog- 
nized, by  reason  of  my  duties  as  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
that  no  person  in  this  country  had  taken 
a  firmer,  more  consistent,  and  more 
imaginative  attitude  in  this  whole  field 
than  did  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico.  I  recognized  him  then,  as 
I  still  recognize  him,  as  the  leader  of 
this  fight. 

There  have  been  many  conferences  be- 
tween my  staff  and  the  staff  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico,  and  between  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  and  me. 

All  of  us  are  most  zealous — the  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  and  I;  and  I 
am  pleased  to  see  the  same  attitude 
adopted  by  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
York,  because  I,  too,  recognize  his  lead- 
ership in  the  field — to  make  sure  that 
none  of  us  is  so  much  concerned  about 
credit,  that  none  of  us  is  so  much  con- 
cerned about  kudos,  that  we  involve  our- 
selves in  a  situation  which  would  result 
in  none  of  our  measures  receiving  a  ma- 
jority. 

So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  have  said 
before,  and  I  say  again,  that  I  shall  cast 
my  vote,  and  urge  other  Senators  to  cast 


their  votes,  for  the  proposal  put  forward 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  Tennessee. 
I  hope  it  will  prevail.  In  the  event  the 
Senate  decides  otherwise,  I  shall  advance 
my  proposal  and  hope  that  it  will  prevail. 
But  I  would  hope  that  one  of  the  pro- 
posals would  prevail,  each  of  us  helping 
the  other  to  the  end  that  a  sound  pro- 
gram may  be  devised. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut. 

Before  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  I  wish  to  say  that  I  have  done 
many  things  in  Congress  in  18  years,  but 
I  have  never  had  as  much  personal  grati- 
fication in  developing  a  piece  of  legisla- 
tion, even  though  it  failed,  than  I  did 
when,  in  company  with  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico,  we  developed  the 
bill  presented  to  the  Senate  in  1962. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  for  his  compliment. 
I  regret  that  he  was  not  in  the  Chamber 
earlier  today,  when  I  paid  tribute  to  him 
for  the  work  which  he  had  done,  and 
then  went  beyond  that  point  and  paid 
tribute  to  him  for  the  panel  he  organized. 
I  would  have  enjoyed  being  present  with 
it  more  than  I  was.  However,  I  had  a 
representative  there  at  all  times.  I  know 
that  the  Senator  from  New  York  and  his 
panel  were  interested  in  only  one  thing; 
namely,  to  try  to  ascertain  the  best  way 
to  solve  the  question  of  health  care  for 
the  aged.  I  cannot  compliment  him  too 
highly.  The  panel  did  a  very  fine  piece 
of  work. 

Beyond  that,  I  would  say  that  when  we 
were  trying,  in  1962,  to  pass  a  bill  in  the 
Senate,  the  Senator  from  New  York  was 
extremely  helpful.  At  all  times  he  was 
most  cooperative. 

I  am  glad  to  hear  these  exchanges,  be- 
cause they  indicate  that  Senators  are 
trying  to  work  together,  even  though 
they  may  not  agree  in  every  detail.  The 
parliamentary  situation  did  not  permit 
a  determination  as  to  whether  everyone 
would  agree.  Therefore,  we  had  to  do 
the  best  we  could. 

I  compliment  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee for  his  energy,  and  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  for  the  fact  that  he 
has  stood  foursquare  and  said  he  would 
do,  without  any  hesitation  whatever,  and 
without  any  concealment  of  his 
thoughts. 

I  was  greatly  encouraged  to  hear  the 
Senator  from  New  York  express  his  con- 
cern for  the  people.   It  is  typical  of  him. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  His  leadership  is  so 
much  acknowledged  that  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  who  has 
just  allowed  me  to  make  this  personal 
reference,  came  to  me  before  I  intro- 
duced the  bill  and  said  that  he  felt,  in 
view  of  the  indisposition  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  some  Senator 
had  to  present  what  he  fought  for,  for  so 
long,  that  if  no  one  else  would  do  it,  he 
would :  and  he  did. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  colloquy  that  has 
just  taken  place  indicates  that  further 
study  of  these  proposals  is  needed  before 
a  definite  conclusion  is  reached.   I  said 
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in  the  Committee  on  Finance  that  this 
problem  ought  to  be  met.  I  firmly  be- 
lieve that.  Something  needs  to  be  done 
in  this  field  or  area;  but  I  do  not  believe 
we  are  ready  to  take  action  yet.  The 
colloquy  that  has  just  taken  place  among 
the  sponsors  of  three  or  four  bills  indi- 
cates that  further  time  is  needed  to  tie 
the  proposals  together  and  try  to  weave 
into  one  bill  the  features  of  all  the  bills. 
That  cannot  be  done  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate.  I  suggested  at  that  time  that  I 
would  be  willing  to  try  to  help  to  draft  a 
satisfactory  proposal.  It  ought  to  be 
done  in  the  Committee  on  Finance  or  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means;  but,  in 
my  opinion,  this  type  of  legislation  can- 
not be  written  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  have  the  floor.  I  shall 
yield  in  a  moment. 

I  appreciate  what  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  has  said.  I  confirm  his  attitude. 
It  has  been  of  long  standing.  I  know  of 
no  ally  whom  I  welcome  more  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate  than  the  Senator  from 
Kansas. 

Notwithstanding  the  past  efforts  of 
other  Senators  and  myself,  the  time  has 
come  for  us  to  take  action  to  provide 
health  care  benefits  for  the  aged.  I  be- 
lieve the  Senator  from  Kansas  will  agree 
that  we  have  tried  for  a  long  time  to 
achieve  some  maturity  in  this  field  and  to 
bring  about  some  bipartisan  unity.  We 
came  closest  to  achieving  it  when  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  and  I  got  to- 
gether. Since  that  time  we  have  liter- 
ally gotten  nowhere.  So  I  hope  that  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  will  understand  us, 
because  some  of  us,  at  least,  have  the 
feeling  that  the  way  to  resume  is  to  re- 
sume. It  is  necessary  to  start  some  time; 
and  the  time  is  now. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  York.  Let  me  reply  to  the 
able  Senator  from  Kansas,  for  whose 
ability  and  sincerity  in  this  field  I  have 
the  highest  respect.  The  fear  that  I 
have,  in  following  the  suggestion  made 
by  the  Senator  from  Kansas,  is  that  if 
we  allow  Congress  to  go  home  without 
having  acted  on  health  care  for  the 
aged,  if  Congress  instead  acts  only  upon 
the  bill  that  came  over  from  the  other 
body,  or  if  we  adopt  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
we  shall  have  painted  the  aged  into  a 
corner  from  which  there  is  no  escape. 

I  recognize  the  cogency  of  what  has 
been  said  by  the  Senator  from  Kansas. 
We  should  recognize  that  for  many 
years — especially  during  the  past  4 
years — there  has  been  exhaustive  study 
and  research,  and  many  constructive 
proposals  have  been  put  forward  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  and  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee.  The  proposal  that  I  have  put 
forth  as  a  workable  substitute,  seeks  a 
way  out  of  the  dilemma  posed  to  us  by 
the  House  bill. 

To  delay  another  session  means  a  delay 
of  a  decade.  I  believe  that  the  100  men 
and  women  who  constitute  this  body 
have  a  sufficient  awareness  of  the  prob- 
lem. The  men  and  women  who  have 
worked  on  this  problem  have  a  sufficient 
awareness  of  very  nuance,  every  in  and 


out  of  the  whole  proposal.  We  have 
competence  on  the  floor;  we  have  com- 
petence through  these  debates;  we  have 
competence  through  various  analyses, 
the  results  of  which  have  been  placed 
on  the  desks  of  every  Senator,  analyz- 
ing the  differences  between  the  various 
proposals.  I  believe  that  we  have  the 
necessary  knowledge,  skill,  and  ability 
to  pass,  in  the  next  few  days,  a  good 
social  security  bill  that  will  take  care  of 
the  money  needs  of  our  elderly  citizens 
under  social  security;  and  at  the  same 
time,  take  care  of  their  basic  health 
needs.  This  can  be  done.  I  believe  that 
the  Senate,  following  discussions  and 
votes,  will  work  its  will  and  send  over  to 
the  other  body  a  bill  which  will  assert 
that  now  is  the  time — this  year — to  begin 
once  and  for  all  to  provide,  under  social 
security,  for  the  health  care  of  the  needy 
over  65  years  of  age. 

I  believe  it  would  be  tragic,  because  it 
would  spell  doom,  if  the  Senate  adopted 
the  ingenuous  proposal  put  forward  by 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  in  con- 
clusion  

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, will  the  Senator  from  New  York 
yield,  in  order  that  I  may  reply  to  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  As  Senators 
well  know,  I  do  not  plan  to  vote  on  health 
Insurance,  nor  do  I  plan  at  this  time  to 
vote  to  put  the  Government  in  the  busi- 
ness of  insuring  the  health  of  anyone. 

Nevertheless,  I  feel  that  I  should  re- 
spond to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
with  regard  to  his  statement  that  the 
simple  provisions  contained  in  my 
amendment — which  I  believe  commands 
the  support  of  the  majority  of  the  com- 
mittee— precludes  any  possibility  of  a 
medical  insurance  program. 

I  believe  the  logic  of  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  comes  from  the  days  when 
he  was  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.  The  distinguished  chair- 
man of  the  committee,  the  Senator  from 
Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  asked  the  Secretary 
at  that  time,  "How  much  of  an  increase 
would  you  be  willing  to  recommend  in 
the  social  security  tax?" 

I  believe  that  at  that  time  the  distin- 
guished Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  who  is  now  the  able  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff], 
said,  "10  percent." 

As  a  practical  matter,  anyone  who 
wishes  to  vote  for  a  medical  insurance 
program  for  the  aged,  whether  it  be  the 
Gore  amendment  or  any  other,  should  in 
good  conscience  prepare  himself  not  to 
delude  the  public,  but  to  admit  and  con- 
cede that  he  would  be  voting  for  a  social 
security  program,  the  cost  of  which  would 
go  far  beyond  10  percent.  The  cost  would 
probably  be  15  percent  within  15  years. 

The  amendment  itself  has  been  ar- 
rived at  by  examining  all  sorts  of  pro- 
posals which  would  be  desirable  things 
against  which  to  insure  these  people — 
putting  some  in  and  taking  some  out. 
The  record  shows  that  many  ideas  and 
concepts  were  considered,  if  one  had 
enough  money.  Even  while  the  amend- 
ment has  been  pending — unless  I  mis- 
understand what  has  been  said  in  the 


Chamber  so  far — modifications  have 
been  made,  even  while  the  Senator  has 
brought  about  the  offering  of  the  amend- 
ment— such  as  reducing  the  amount  of 
nursing  care  from  180  days  to  60  days, 
and  j  uggling  around  other  figures. 

If  the  Gore  amendment  is  to  become 
law,  it  will  mean  that  a  man  65  years 
old,  making  $10,000  a  year,  who  has  not 
retired,  can  have  his  hospital  bill  taken 
care  of  by  the  Federal  Government  at 
the  expense  of  a  tax  on  someone  who  is 
blind  and  eking  out  a  living  selling  pen- 
cils, soft  drinks  and  candy,  at  the  court- 
house or  at  the  expense  of  the  working- 
man  who  cannot  even  provide  sufficient 
protein  on  the  table  for  his  family,  but 
who  will  have  to  provide  health  insur- 
ance for  a  man  who  has  not  even  retired 
and  is  making  $10,000  a  year. 

If  we  are  to  provide  medical  insurance 
benefits  for  people  who  have  not  retired, 
people  who  do  not  expect  it,  people  who 
have  taken  out  their  own  private  insur- 
ance policies,  or  their  own  group  insur- 
ance plans,  people  who  are  well  secure 
and  well  protected,  if  we  are  to  tax  every- 
one in  this  country,  rich  and  poor  alike — 
and  I  put  emphasis  on  the  word  "poor" 
in  this  connection — to  provide  this  kind 
of  benefit  to  those  who  do  not  need  it,  to 
those  who  do  not  expect  it,  to  those  who 
would  be  surprised  if  anyone  should  be 
so  foolish  as  to  do  it,  how  are  we  going 
to  turn  down  someone  who  is  disabled, 
who  needs  some  help?  He  is  65  years  of 
age,  but  he  cannot  work,  because  he  is 
disabled.  We  shall  have  to  provide  him 
with  medical  insurance,  if  we  have  any 
heart.  We  shall  have  to  provide  the  same 
benefits  to  take  care  of  a  widow  whose 
child  has  a  catastrophic  illness.  If  we 
have  a  heart  and  a  sense  of  fairness,  we 
shall  have  to  do  that  as  well. 

Then  we  shall  have  to  .do  something 
about  doctors'  bills. 

What  kind  of  sense  does  it  make  to 
go  into  my  State,  for  example,  where 
anyone  who  is  needy,  anyone  who  is  poor 
or  has  a  probi  :n  paying  his  medical 
bills,  can  go  into  our  maginficent  State 
hospitals  and  be  treated  entirely  at  State 
expense?  What  sense  does  it  make  to 
provide  them  with  a  situation  in  which 
they  can  go  to  a  private  hospital  and 
climb  into  a  hospital  bed,  with  no  doctor 
in  attendance,  when  they  cannot  afford 
to  pay  for  a  doctor? 

It  will  mean  that  we  shall  have  to 
increase  the  tax  to  include  doctors  in  the 
plan.  We  shall  wind  up  with  a  program 
of  insuring  anyone  who  has  any  senti- 
mental  claim  for  aid.  What  we  have 
done  for  Federal  employees,  as  well  as 
other  people,  we  would  be  compelled  to 
provide  for  everyone.  So  instead  of  0.4 
percent  of  the  payroll  the  figure  would 
be  4  percent  of  the  payroll.  We  can- 
not honestly  resist  amendments  which 
would  put  into  the  program  the  element 
of  prime  need  after  voting  to  include 
people  who  have  no  need  for  such  ben- 
efits, who  do  not  expect  them,  and  who 
would  be  amazed  if  we  provided  them. 

Some  years  ago,  I  cosponsored  the 
amendment  to  pay  social  security  bene- 
fits to  the  disabled.  It  carried  by  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote  of  49  to  47.  I  was  one  of 
its  sponsors.  We  wished  to  include  dis- 
abled people  at  the  age  of  50,  if  they 
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were  fully  insured.  We  had  no  sooner 
done  that  when  the  next  question  arose, 
If  we  can  do  that,  would  it  not  be  ap- 
propriate to  bring  in  an  amendment  to 
extend  assistance  to  the  disabled,  re- 
gardless of  age,  if  such  persons  were 
fully  covered?  That  is  the  present  sit- 
uation. All  we  have  to  do,  if  we  wish  to 
sponsor  an  amendment  that  will  be  pop- 
ular, is  to  offer  an  amendment  to  take 
care  of  disabled  people  who  do  not  have 
full  coverage  today,  but  who  have  been 
working  for  6  months  or  longer.  My 
guess  is  that  we  would  find  a  consider- 
able appeal  in  the  Senate  for  such  a  pro- 
posal, because  it  would  make  sense.  But 
when  we  embark  on  this  kind  of  pro- 
gram, we  should  recognize  that  it  does 
require  an  increased  cost. 

The  amendment,  if  I  understand  it 
correctly,  offers  a  bill  with  benefits 
which  would  make  the  social  security  tax 
10.4  percent  in  1971.  With  respect  to 
the  10-percent  figure.  Members  of  the 
Senate  and  House  could  vote  a  tax  bill 
that  would  provide  benefits  which  could 
require  a  10.4-percent  tax — and,  of 
course,  that  is  what  the  taxpayers  will 
have  to  pay. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  York  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  very  carefully  examine 
these  proposals.  After  the  transitional 
period  for  those  not  under  social  secu- 
rity is  reached,  which  is  1968,  one  must 
be  retired  in  order  to  receive  benefits. 
That  is  point  No.  1.  The  transitional 
period  is  merely  intended  to  include  the 
period  not  now  covered.  The  social  se- 
curity system  is  catching  up  with  this 
age  level.  Of  course,  some  people  who 
are  earning  $10,000  a  year  or  more  may 
receive  benefits.  But,  this  is  inevitable 
in  a  system  under  which  we  try  to  devise 
some  form  of  universal  applicability  with 
some  measure  of  fairness.  But  what  is 
more  important  about  the  argument  of 
the  Senator  is  that  a  retired  person  re- 
ceives social  security  benefits  whether 
he  wants  them  or  not.  A  retired  person 
receives  social  security  benefits  even  if 
he  receives  $1  million  a  year  income 
from  investments.  He  has  paid  for  so- 
cial security  all  his  life;  and  he  receives 
the  benefits.  It  is  the  same  with  this 
measure,  except  that  we  would  provide 
a  few  years  in  which  to  bridge  over  the 
gap  in  the  coverage  of  the  social  security 
system. 

I  agree  with  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  on  one  point.  That  is  the 
point  that  has  always  worried  me,  as  to 
the  political  building  up  process  of  trying 
to  keep  the  social  security  tax  at  "X" 
figure  while  the  pressure  is  constantly 
on  to  widen  the  benefits. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  a  special  pleader, 
but  we  have  a  built-in  limiting  system. 
We  have  a  private  enterprise  system  for 
80  percent  of  the  people  who  can  afford 
it  and  who  can  undertake  this  plan  of 
obtaining  health  insurance  coverage  for 
everything  that  is  needed  other  than 
hospitalization.  This  takes  the  pres- 
sure off  the  Federal  Government  for  the 


building  up  of  benefits.  For  the  re- 
mained 20  percent,  we  have  the  Kerr- 
Mills  program.  No  one  wants  to  repeal 
the  Kerr-Mills  program.  We  have  a 
total  medical  care  plan  for  the  aged. 
And  we  avoid  what  I  agree  is  a  built-in 
danger;  namely,  the  building  up  process. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Sena- 
tor from  New  York  speaks  of  the  social 
security  program  providing  certain  bene- 
fits. I  believe  it  is  important  to  point 
out  that,  under  the  social  security  pro- 
gram, people  paid  for  retirement  bene- 
fits while  they  were  young.  They  earned 
the  payments  before  they  received  them. 

The  Gore  amendment,  as  I  under- 
stand, assumes  that  the  cost  would  be 
the  same  or  about  the  same  as  the  esti- 
mated cost  for  the  Javits-Anderson 
amendment  of  approximately  2  years 
ago.  That  would  impose  on  the  young 
workers  of  today  and  their  families  an 
additional  liability  of  $35  billion  for 
medical  care  for  people  who  have  not 
contributed  1  cent  toward  that  $35  bil- 
lion of  medical  care.  That  is  based  on 
existing  costs. 

I  have  always  contended  that  the  costs 
would  come  nearer  to  $55  billion.  Our 
experience  in  Louisiana,  where  55  per- 
cent of  all  days  spent  in  State  hospitals 
is  at  the  expense  of  the  State,  is  that  the 
length  of  hospitalization  is  about  50  per- 
cent greater  when  the  public  is  paying 
for  the  hospitalization  than  when  the 
individual  is  paying  for  it.  It  is  natural, 
when  a  person  sees  the  hospital  bills  ac- 
cumulating, for  him  to  ask  the  doctor, 
"Can  I  go  home  today?"  However,  if  the 
individual  does  not  have  any  expense  in- 
volved, it  is  the  human  thing  to  say, 
"Doctor,  do  not  you  think  I  might  be 
better  if  I  were  to  stay  a  while  longer?" 

Our  experience  has  been  that  it  is  a 
matter  of  human  inertia.  A  person  who 
is  not  paying  for  the  cost  prefers  to  stay 
longer.  Thus,  the  cost  is  50  percent 
higher. 

The  Senator  is  talking  about  adding 
a  $35  billion  liability  for  which  nothing 
has  yet  been  paid.  It  is  proposed  to  im- 
pose this  charge  on  one  person  to  bene- 
fit another.  With  regard  to  these  pro- 
posed beneficiaries,  my  understanding 
is  that  the  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare studies  indicate  that  54  percent  of 
these  people  already  have  medical  in- 
surance at  their  own  expense.  They 
have  entered  into  private  plans  covered 
by  group  insurance  and  other  plans.  So 
half  of  them  have  already  provided  for 
themselves.  If  this  amendment  is  agreed 
to,  it  will  become  a  big  windfall  to  the 
State  budget  in  Louisiana.  In  Louisi- 
ana, we  spend  a  large  amount  of  money 
to  provide  this  kind  of  health  benefit  for 
those  who  need  help.  While  I  have  not 
studied  the  Javits  plan  I  shall  study  it 
when  it  is  offered.  I  try  to  study  the 
amendments  as  they  are  reached.  I  have 
studied  the  amendments  that  have  been 
debated  in  the  field  in  which  the  Gov- 
ernment would  undertake  to  provide  this 
care. 

The  proposed  legislation  has  a  parallel 
in  the  kind  of  thing  that  I  have  worked 
for,  advocated,  and  fought  for,  such  as 
insurance  disability,  well  knowing  that 
when  the  movement  started,  we  would 
move,  in  subsequent  years,  to  place  ad- 


ditional benefits  in  the  bill.  This  would 
not  benefit  anyone  in  Louisiana  who  is 
new  drawing  welfare  assistance.  That 
includes  58  percent  of  the  people  in  my 
State.  Those  people  are  automatically 
eligible  to  go  to  a  hospital  and  have  a 
doctor,  as  well  as  hospital  care.  Why 
should  anyone  who  needs  the  care  of  a 
doctor  and  hospital  go  to  a  hospital 
where  a  doctor  is  not  provided  free, 
when  he  would  otherwise  have  a  doctor 
and  hospital  available  at  State  expense? 

That  being  the  case,  there  might  be 
some  effort  in  Louisiana  to  attempt  to 
change  the  State  program  around  and 
thus  try  to  attract  the  Federal  money 
into  the  State  till  since  the  health  care 
provided  at  Federal  expense  would  over- 
lap existing  State  services.  That,  in 
turn,  could  be  used  to  help  fulfill  other 
commitments  that  the  State  govern- 
ment and  the  State  legislators  might 
have  made,  for  which  they  have  had 
difficulty  in  finding  money,  as  every 
State  does. 

Senators  should  not  vote  for  this  mea- 
sure. Even  those  who  have  been  advo- 
cating a  program  that  would  cost  the 
equivalent  of  $7  a  month  of  medical  in- 
surance say  that  it  would  require  at  least 
$12  to  provide  an  adequate  policy.  If 
one  were  to  examine  the  Federal  policy 
that  the  Federal  Government  buys  for 
its  own  Federal  employees,  he  would  find 
that  the  cost  of  it  is  far  more  than  $12. 
I  think  it  is  $19  for  each  individual. 
That  does  not  cover  everything.  The 
companies  that  handle  this  insurance — 
Aetna  or  Blue  Cross,  whichever  may  be 
handling  the  program  in  this  particular 
instance — works  for  about  a  1 -percent 
fee.  I  believe  they  provide  the  insurance 
as  cheaply  as  the  Government  could  pro- 
vide it.  Even  so,  the  cost,  as  a  basic 
policy,  is  about  $7.  A  major  medical 
policy  is  in  addition  to  that.  And  when 
the  two  are  combined,  that  does  not  in- 
clude all  the  medical  expense.  But  I 
believe  the  cost  of  the  two  programs 
totals  about  $19.  That  would  provide  a 
medical  program  to  cover  almost  every- 
thing. But  I  am  sure  the  Senator  knows 
that  a  man  can  obtain  treatment  in  the 
hospital  if  he  cannot  afford  to  pay  the 
hospital  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  shall  not  argue  with 
the  Senator  about  the  welfare  concept. 
We  shall  reach  that  later.  Will  the  Sen- 
ator furnish  now,  or  place  in  the  Record 
later,  the  basis  for  his  estimate  of  $35 
billion  cost  to  the  younger  workers  to- 
day? That  was  in  the  testimony.  But 
perhaps  the  Senator  has  the  informa- 
tion fresh  in  his  mind,  or  can  obtain  it 
from  an  analysis.  I  would  like  to  see 
how  the  Senator  arrives  at  that  figure. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  is  very 
simple.  Look  back  to  the  debates  of  2 
years  ago  when  the  late  Senator  Kerr 
stood  here  as  the  committee  spokesman 
and  explained  the  Javits-Anderson 
amendment.  The  Senator  was  a  cospon- 
sor  of  that  amendment.  He  did  not 
argue  with  the  figure  that  was  given  as 
the  cost  necessary  to  provide  coverage  for 
those  who  had  paid  nothing  whatever 
for  medical  benefits,  but  who  would  be 
in  a  position  to  draw  benefits.  The  cost 
was  estimated  to  be  approximately  $35 
billion  at  that  point. 


20602 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


September  1 


Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  allow  me  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Connecticut? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  I  believe  it  is  im- 
portant to  put  the  question  into  proper 
perspective.  I  hope  that  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  will  remain  in  the  cham- 
ber, because  he  was  the  one  who  raised 
the  point.  I  should  like  to  have  his  at- 
tention. 

What  concerns  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  is  that  we  would 
bring  into  the  plan  people  who  are  now 
over  65,  and  who  have  not  paid  anything 
into  the  special  health  insurance  trust 
fund.  But  under  the  proposal  put  for- 
ward by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  he 
would  bring  the  contribution  rate  up  to 
10  percent  and  increase  the  cash  benefits 
to  people  now  over  65,  who  have  not  put 
in  the  necessary  money  to  pay  for  their 
increased  benefits.  So  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  in  no  different  position  than 
are  those  who  are  advancing  the  present 
health  insurance  prorosal.  All  we  are 
saying  is  that  there  should  be  a  different 
allocation  of  the  10  percent.  We  say  that 
when  the  cash  benefit  is  increased  from 
5  percent  to  7  percent,  10  percent  is  used 
up  on  the  tax  rate,  and  there  is  exactly 
the  same  tax  as  is  being  proposed,  or 
practically  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
New  York,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee, 
and  myself.  The  difference  is  that  we 
believe  that  those  extra  pennies  can  be 
better  utilized.  It  would  have  much  more 
meaning  to  have  a  health  insurance 
policy  than  to  give  cash,  as  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  seeks  to  accomplish  by 
his  proposal. 

Concerning  the  10  percent,  I  agree 
that  it  is  impractical  at  the  present  time 
to  go  above  10  percent.  I  am  under  no 
illusion  that  should  the  Senate  adopt 
the  Gore  amendment,  one  of  the  leading 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate  will 
be  the  same  Senator  from  Louisiana ;  and 
I  cannot  see  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
coming  back  from  a  conference  with  a 
tax  rate  above  10  percent.  We  would 
find  that  any  program  which  would  come 
out  of  such  a  conference  would  be 
whittled  down  so  that  it  would  not  exceed 
10  percent. 

When  it  comes  to  the  problem  of  tak- 
ing care  of  the  rich,  I  point  out  that  I 
do  not  know  a  greater  tax  expert  than 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana.  Under  our 
present  tax  laws,  the  rich  are  being  taken 
care  of ;  their  health  care  needs  are  paid 
for,  because  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
knows  that  if  a  person  is  over  65,  he  has 
a  right  to  deduct  all  of  his  hospital  and 
medical  bills  from  his  income  tax. 
Therefore,  if  one  is  a  millionaire,  is  in 
the  80-percent  tax  bracket,  is  over  65, 
and  has  a  $1,000  hospital  or  medical  bill, 
he  merely  puts  that  on  his  income  tax  re- 
turn, deducts  $1,000  and  saves  $800.  So 
basically  all  the  taxpayers  are  taking 
care  of  the  wealthy  now. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  take 
care  of  the  other  people  who  are  not  in 
the  higher  tax  brackets  and  who  are 
using  up  all  their  savings.  They  do  not 
have  the  advantage  of  tax  deductions. 
It  is  important  to  try  to  understand 


that  what  we  are  fighting  for  Is  the  better 
utilization  of  the  increased  taxes  that 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana seeks  to  raise  under  his  proposal. 
The  basic  difference  is  that  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  seeks  to  do  it  by  giving 
cash  increases.  We  seek  to  do  it  by  giv- 
ing hospital  benefit  increases  as  well  as 
cash. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  allow  me  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  who 
wishes  to  speak? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  May  I  re- 
spond to  what  has  been  said  by  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  should  like  you  to 
yield  first  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  only  to  point  out  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York  that  we  do  not  have  to 
read  the  discussion  this  afternoon.  We 
can  go  back  to  1935  and  find  that  the 
same  points  were  made.  We  were  told, 
"You  are  going  to  pass  a  social  security 
law ;  and  many  people  will  profit  from  it 
who  never  paid  in  a  penny."  We  were 
told  that  nothing  would  be  paid  in  by 
those  people.  The  same  argument  is  be- 
ing made  now  that  was  made  in  1935. 
Thank  God,  we  lived  to  overcome  that 
attitude,  and  we  shall  live  to  overcome 
the  present  opposition. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  regret  to  say  that  I  observed  in 
the  Washington  Post  this  morning  one 
of  the  most  biased  and  prejudiced  pieces 
of  newspaper  reporting  I  have  seen  ap- 
pear in  any  newspaper  for  some  time. 
If  the  information  appeared  in  an  edi- 
torial, it  would  not  have  seemed  so  bad. 
Senators  who  have  not  been  on  the  floor 
and  who  have  not  had  better  information 
than  what  they  have  read  in  the  news- 
papers will  read  that  story  and  be  misled. 
The  article  described  my  amendment  as 
one  which  would  give  only  half  of  the 
benefits  that  it  really  provides,  and  set 
forth  arguments  for  one  side  without 
considering  arguments  for  the  other  side. 
The  article  was  written  by  a  newspaper- 
man by  the  name  of  Richard  L.  Lyons. 
Perhaps  I  have  met  him,  though  I  do  not 
remember  his  face.  He  wrote  the  article, 
in  which  he  said : 

You  are  going  to  pay  for  this  in  any  event, 
but  let  us  look  at  the  difference. 

What  I  am  proposing  is  more  than  a 
cost-of-living  increase  to  give  a  7-percent 
increase  to  make  good  to  those  people 
who  had  a  social  security  retirement 
benefit  coming  to  them  in  1958  the 
amount  of  money  which  is  represented 
by  the  erosion  of  the  purchasing  power 
of  their  dollar  by  virtue  of  policies  for 
which  Senators  voted  when  the  Senate 
voted  to  reduce  the  purchasing  power  of 
their  money  by  various  fiscal  and  mone- 
tary measures  which  would  fail  to  main- 
tain a  stable  dollar,  including  Govern- 
ment deficits. 

Purchasing  power  has  been  eroded, 
and  the  people  covered  must  be  given  a 
7-percent  increase  in  order  that  the 
social  security  checks  may  have  the  same 
value  as  that  for  which  they  paid  when 
they  were  paying  those  taxes.  We  have 
built  up  a  fund  of  $22  billion,  so  the 
Federal  Government  manages  at  best  a 


fund  for  the  public  good  of  this  Govern- 
ment. The  people  have  paid  for  those 
benefits. 

We  have  heard  Senators  rise  and  state 
that  they  cannot  vote  for  this  or  that 
proposal  because  to  do  so  would  erode 
the  purchasing  power  of  the  dollar.  If 
Congress  does  it  anyway,  the  least  it  can 
do  is  to  make  good  to  those  people  who 
have  paid  into  the  fund  what  they  have 
lost  in  their  social  security  benefits,  be- 
cause of  the  failure  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment to  maintain  a  balanced  budget 
and  a  stable  currency. 

So  the  1962  amendment  provides  a 
7-percent  increase  in  payments,  but  that 
is  only  half  the  benefit  provided  in  the 
proposed  amendment.  The  other  half 
is  the  result  of  something  for  which  the 
Senate  voted  by  an  overwhelming  vote. 

Some  years  ago  the  Senate  voted  to 
say  to  a  man  who  was  drawing  social 
security  benefits,  for  which  he  paid,  that 
he  could,  with  his  own  efforts,  earn 
$1,800,  and  when  he  earned  the  $1,800, 
he  could  keep  it  instead  of  having  the 
Government  withhold  his  social  security 
check.  Most  of  that  proposal  was  lost 
in  conference. 

My  amendment  provides  that  in  addi- 
tion to  the  cost-of-living  increase,  if  that 
man  wishes  to  work  and  earn  something, 
he  can  keep  $1,500  of  it,  and  of  the  next 
$1,500  he  can  keep  half  of  that  which  he 
earns  by  his  own  sweat  and  toiL 

What  does  that  mean  for  a  man  who  is 
trying  to  supplement  his  social  security 
income?  If  he  is  drawing  the  maximum 
benefit  of  $127,  that  is  worth  more  than 
$800  to  him. 

My  friend  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore]  found  a  situation  in  which, 
under  my  amendment,  a  person  receiv- 
ing the  2  percent — not  counting  the  5 
percent  which  would  be  added — might 
receive  only  90  cents.  Consider  the  over- 
all picture.  If  the  amendment  is  agreed 
to,  it  will  mean  billions  of  dollars  of  addi- 
tional help  to  those  who  need  it.  It 
would  provide  as  much  as  $800  annually 
in  additional  earnings  that  a  person 
could  keep  from  his  earnings. 

While  I  do  not  believe  that  the  costs  of 
medical  insurance  prejudices  those  who 
wish  the  program,  it  tends  to  prejudice 
them  in  the  following  way:  It  is  a  part 
of  a  trend  in  which  history  is  moving 
on  and  leaving  them.  Why?  Because 
people  are  taking  out  their  own  medical 
insurance.  They  are  subscribing  to  their 
own  group  hospitalization  programs. 
They  are  arranging  for  their  own  medical 
care.  States  are  having  their  own  pro- 
grams and  providing  for  anyone  who 
fails  to  provide  for  himself.  When  the 
Senate  provides  the  kind  of  thing  that  I 
am  asking  it  to  provide,  the  people  will 
have  sufficient  income  so  that  they  will 
be  able  to  provide  a  decent  retirement  for 
themselves  and,  in  addition  to  that  re- 
tirement, they  will  be  able  to  five  com- 
fortably and  happily,  and  accumulate  as- 
sets at  the  same  time.  They  will  not 
need  Uncle  Sam  to  run  their  lives  for 
them.  That  is  where  history  is  walking 
off  from  those  who  favor  the  proposed 
compulsory  Federal  medical  care  plans. 

People  are  providing  for  their  own 
needs  instead  of  looking  to  Uncle  Sam  to 
provide  for  them.   Some  people  think 
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that  that  is  a  good  trend.  I  am  inclined 
to  think  so. 

In  my  State  and  others,  some  of  the 
things  which  proponents  are  talking 
about  providing  would  be  Illusory  bene- 
fits. Who  will  get  anyone  to  come  to  a 
hospital  in  his  State  If  the  services  of  a 
doctor  are  not  also  provided?  We  have 
hospitals  and  also  doctors  for  those  who 
cannot  afford  the  service.  A  needy  per- 
son is  automatically  eligible.  He  goes  in- 
to a  hospital  and  receives  treatment  from 
the  doctor.  If  a  man  has  a  choice,  will 
he  go  to  a  hospital  with  a  doctor  or  one 
without  a  doctor?  He  chooses  the  one 
with  the  doctor.  Under  the  proposed 
plan  some  States  would  have  an  incen- 
tive to  withdraw  people  services  which 
are  now  available  to  people.  They  will 
try  to  find  some  way  to  catch  the  big 
flow  of  Federal  funds  into  a  large  funnel 
and  save  for  State  finances  what  States 
are  providing  presently  to  assist  those 
who  cannot  pay.  So  that  a  tax  is  put  on 
to  raise  $19  million  in  taxes  to  be  hauled 
out  of  my  State,  and  a  State  government 
Is  given  a  windfall  if  the  officials  can  find 
a  way  to  adjust  the  State  expenditures 
to  recoup  the  windfall  resulting  from 
overlapping  services. 

The  Senator  made  the  point  that  we 
already  provide  hospital  care  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  poor  by  allowing  deductions 
of  medical  expenses.  I  am  willing  for 
people  to  deduct  their  medical  expenses 
from  their  income  tax  payments.  If  a 
person  has  a  heavy  medical  bill  for  the 
year,  he  can  deduct  those  medical  ex- 
penses and  is  entitled  to  an  adjustment 
of  his  income  tax  as  a  result  of  the  heavy 
medical  expenses. 

The  argument  is  made  that  because 
we  allow  him  to  spend  his  own  money  to 
help  provide  his  own  medical  care  and 
allow  him  to  deduct  that  expense  from 
his  income  tax,  it  is  a  gratuity  from  the 
Government.  I  do  not  support  that 
argument.  If  a  taxpayer  is  making  only 
$600  or  $700  a  year,  he  is  not  charged  an 
income  tax.  If  a  man  has  a  large  family 
and  is  not  making  too  large  an  income, 
he  is  not  charged  with  an  income  tax. 
That  is  the  idea  of  a  tax  on  ability  to 
pay.  So,  while  a  rich  man  is  taxed,  if  he 
had  heavy  medical  expenses,  instead  of 
having  him  pay  his  full  tax,  we  let  him 
deduct  from  his  tax,  perhaps  dollar  for 
dollar,  the  amount  he  actually  paid  in 
medical  expenses.  After  all,  it  is  his  own 
income. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  withheld  that  money  in  the 
first  place,  so  it  is  not  always  his  money. 
A  man  who  makes  $125,000  a  year  owes 
$80,000  in  taxes,  so  it  is  not  his  money. 
When  it  comes  to  deducting  medical  ex- 
penses, he  has  an  opportunity  to  deduct 
some  of  the  tax  because  of  medical  ex- 
penses. But  the  person  making  a  huge 
salary  does  not  own  all  that  money.  He 
owes  a  portion  of  it  to  the  Government. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  He  may  owe 
a  part  of  it,  but  it  is  not  the  Senator's 
money;  it  is  the  other  person's  money. 
If  we  do  not  provide  by  law  that  he  owes 
that  tax,  it  is  his  money.  In  the  absence 
of  a  law  that  provides  that  he  owes  it, 
it  is  his  money. 


Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  penitentiaries 
are  full  of  people  who  thought  it  was 
their  money,  who  said  that  Uncle  Sam 
would  not  get  any  part  of  it,  because  it 
belonged  to  them. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  hope  the 
Senator  is  not  making  the  argument  I 
have  heard  others  make,  to  the  effect 
that  when  a  man  makes  a  certain  in- 
come, it  does  not  belong  to  him.  If  the 
law  does  not  provide  that  he  owes  a  tax, 
then  his  money  belongs  to  him. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  to  com- 
plete my  argument,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  report  of  the  National  Com- 
mittee on  Health  Care  for  the  Aged,  with 
a  list  of  its  members,  the  Chairman  of 
which  is  Arthur  Flemming,  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Oregon,  and  that  part  which 
deals  with  the  problem,  and  a  proposed 
solution  with  a  dual  public-private 
health  insurance  program,  may  be  made 
a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  extract 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

National  Committee  on  Health  Care  op  the 
Aged 

Arthur  S.  Flemming,  Chairman,  president, 
University  of  Oregon. 

Russell  Nelson,  MX).,  Vice  Chairman,  presi- 
dent, Johns  Hopkins  Hospital. 

James  Dixon,  M.D.,  president,  Antioch  Col- 
lege. 

Marion  B.  Folsom,  director  and  former 
treasurer,  Eastman  Kodak  Co. 

Arthur  Larson,  Ph.  D.,  director.  World  Rule 
of  Law  Center,  Duke  University. 

Russel  V.  Lee,  M.D.,  founder,  Palo  Alto 
Clinic. 

John  C.  Leslie,  chairman,  committee  on 
aging,  Community  Service  Society  of  New 
York. 

Winslow  Carlton,  secretary  of  the  board, 
chairman.  Group  Health  Insurance,  Inc. 

Vernon  W.  Lippard,  MX>.,  dean,  Tale  Medi- 
cal School. 

Dickinson  W.  Richards,  MX).,  Lambert  pro- 
fessor of  medicine  emeritus,  College  of  Physi- 
cians and  Surgeons,  Columbia  University. 

Thomas  M.  Tierney,  director,  Colorado  Hos- 
pital Service. 

Hubert  W.  Yount,  former  executive  vice 
president.  Liberty  Mutual  Insurance  Cos. 

Howard  L.  Bost,  Ph.  D.,  study  director. 

Prof.  Henry  H.  Foster,  Jr.,  legal  consultant. 

Proposed  Solution:  A  Dual  Public-Private 
Health  Insurance  Program — n 

The  central  purpose  of  an  American  solu- 
tion to  the  problem  of  financing  the  health 
care  of  present  and  future  generations  of  the 
aged  must  be  to  encourage  and  protect  the 
independence  and  dignity  of  the  individual. 
In  its  basic  approach  to  this  problem,  our 
Nation  must  aim  at  preventing  dependency 
as  a  concomitant  of  the  deterioration  of 
health  in  the  declining  years  of  life. 

This  requires  a  shift  in  public  policy  from 
placing  major  reliance  upon  charity  and  wel- 
fare assistance  measures  to  placing  emphasis 
upon  the  development  within  the  Nation  of 
health  insurance  for  the  aged.  Public  assist- 
ance programs  present  the  prospect  of  great 
increases  in  requirements  for  public  funds 
without  accomplishing  the  objective  of  pre- 
serving the  independence  of  elderly  people 
or  of  reducing  the  economic  hazard  of  ill- 
ness as  a  threat  to  their  independence.  By 
their  nature,  such  programs,  including  the 
Kerr-Mills  program,  deal  with  dependency 
after  it  occurs;  health  insurance,  by  reduc- 
ing the  cost  which  must  be  met  at  the  time 
of  illness  to  a  level  that  is  manageable,  can 
prevent  dependency  and  encourage  self-re- 
liance. 


Clearly,  the  solution  required  in  America 
today  and  for  the  future  lies  In  actions  which 
will  achieve  the  health  insurance  coverage 
called  for  by  the  risk  of  Illness  In  old  age. 

To  accomplish  the  necessary  development 
of  health  insurance  for  the  aged,  the  com- 
mittee proposes  a  dual  public-private  pro- 
gram, consisting  of  separate  and  distinct 
plans  In  the  respective  sectors  of  the  econ- 
omy. These  plans  are  equally  essential  and 
should  be  complementary.  Together  they 
should  provide  balanced  and  effective  basic 
protection  covering  roughly  two-thirds  of 
the  aggregate  health  care  costs  incurred  by 
the  aged,  leaving  the  remaining  costs  to  be 
met  by  the  individual  on  an  out-of-pocket 
basis  or  through  supplementary  private  in- 
surance. 

The  public  plan,  in  the  committee's  view, 
should  utilize  the  principle  of  contributory 
social  insurance  to  cover  all  persons  65  years 
of  age  and  over,  with  payments  collected 
during  the  working  years  of  all  employed  and 
self-employed  persons.  The  most  appropri- 
ate area  of  protection  to  be  provided  by  the 
public  plan  Is  institutional  care,  which  Is  the 
most  frequent  cause  of  financial  shock-loss 
to  the  aged.  The  extent  of  this  protection 
under  the  proposed  plan  would  represent  ap- 
proximately one-third  of  the  aggregate 
health  care  costs  of  the  aged. 

Another  third  of  these  costs,  the  commit- 
tee believes,  should  be  the  subject  of  special 
private  insurance  covering  the  largest  non- 
institutional  costs  that  occur  most  frequent- 
ly among  the  aged.  Special  efforts  are  called 
for  in  order  to  bring  the  cost  of  such  basic, 
complementary  private  coverage  within 
reach  of  most  of  the  aged,  to  whom  the  most 
economical  and  efficient  forms  of  insurance 
are  not  ordinarily  avaUable.  The  committee 
sees  a  need  for  congressional  action  to  per- 
mit insurance  organizations  to  join  together 
In  concerted  efforts  to  provide  low-cost  pro- 
tection on  a  mass-enrollment  basis. 

These  components  of  the  proposed  dual 
program  for  the  aged  are  both  mutual y  rein- 
forcing and  mutually  dependent.  The  com- 
mittee urges  that  one  aspect  not  be  con- 
sidered out  of  the  context  of  the  other; 
rather,  they  should  be  considered  together. 
To  this  end,  the  committee  recommends  the 
establishment  of  «  National  Council  on 
Health  Care  of  the  Aged,  which  would  keep 
both  the  public  and  private  components  of 
the  program  under  continuing  review. 

Under  the  proposed  program,  the  health 
services  that  are  to  be  financed  will  be  ob- 
tained and  rendered  within  the  American 
system  of  medical  care,  the  same  system 
which  serves  the  general  population  of  the 
Nation.  The  financing  of  health  care  costs 
by  the  program  will  be  suportive  of  the  pa- 
tient-physician relationship  requisite  for 
good  medical  care.  The  program  will 
strengthen  the  economic  base  supporting  the 
operation  and  improvement  of  the  health 
care  establishment  throughout  the  Nation, 
helping  to  stimulate  expansion  of  needed 
health  care  resources  to  serve  all  groups. 

To  provide  guidelines  for  developing 
health  insurance  for  the  aged  under  broad 
national  policy,  the  committee  has  formu- 
lated a  number  of  principles.  These  are  set 
forth  below  and  are  discussed  in  the  sec- 
tions of  the  report  which  follow.  We  believe 
that  through  combined  public  and  private 
action  embodying  these  principles,  a  solution 
to  the  problem  of  financing  the  health  care 
of  the  aged  will  be  attainable  in  a  way  that 
is  compatible  with,  and  in  fact  will  strength- 
en and  reinforce,  American  traditions  and 
values. 

guiding  principles  for  public  insurance 
1.  A  long-range  public  plan  should  be  es- 
tablished, based  on  the  principle  of  con- 
tributory insurance  and  calling  for  all  em- 
ployed and  self-employed  persons  to  partici- 
pate during  their  working  years,  so  that 
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upon  reaching  age  65  all  will  have  the  pro- 
tection provided  under  the  plan  without 
further  payment. 

2.  The  long-range  public  plan  should  be 
self-financed  by  a  separately  designated  pay- 
roll tax,  collected  as  a  part  of  the  social 
security  tax  and  equally  shared  by  employees 
and  their  employers  (or  paid  by  the  self- 
employed),  with  the  benefit  level  under  the 
plan  tied  to  the  proceeds  from  this  source. 
Contributions  should  be  placed  in  a  special 
trust  fund  committed  to  provide  stipulated 
benefits  after  age  65  to  those  under  the  plan. 

3.  The  extent  of  health  Insurance  protec- 
tion provided  by  the  public  plan  should  be 
designed  to  offset  substantially  the  abnormal 
burden  resulting  from  greater  use  and 
higher  cost  of  health  services  required  in 
old  age,  so  as  to  give  the  aged  a  fair  chance 
of  maintaining  their  independence  and  pro- 
viding for  themselves. 

4.  The  public  plan  should  be  designed  to 
encourage  and  facilitate  coverage  of  the  aged 
under  private  health  Insurance  for  addi- 
tional protection.  It  is  essential  that  health 
insurance  coverage  provided  under  the  pub- 
lic and  private  plans  be  conplementary  and 
that  the  roles  of  the  public  and  private 
sectors  in  providing  protection  be  mutually 
reinforcing. 

5.  The  benefit  structure  of  the  public  in- 
surance plan  should  be  focused  upon  health 
services,  the  cost  of  which  tends  to  have  the 
greatest  and  sharpest  impact,  rather  than 
upon  services  involving  routine  costs  or  costs 
which  tend  to  fall  in  a  less  concentrated 
fashion. 

6.  The  public  insurance  plan  for  the  aged 
should  fit  into  the  current  system  of  health 
facilities  and  medical  care  In  the  Nation, 
with  maximum  free  choice  among  providers 
of  services,  and  it  should  contribute  to  the 
improvement  and  expansion  of  needed  health 
resources  in  the  communities  of  the  Nation. 

7.  A  fundamental  long-range  objective  of 
the  public  insurance  plan  for  the  aged  should 
be  progressive  improvement  in  the  quality  of 
the  services  financed  through  the  plan. 

8.  Responsibility  for  the  administration  of 
the  public  Insurance  plan  for  the  aged  should 
be  assigned  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare,  with  the  assistance  of 
an  Advisory  Council  on  Health  Insurance 
for  the  Aged.  In  administering  the  plan,  the 
Secretary  should  be  authorized  to  contract 
for  services  of  voluntary  organizations  and 
required  to  invite  proposals  from  such  orga- 
nizations for  consideration.  Direct  adminis- 
tration of  benefits  should  be  undertaken  by 
the  Federal  agency  only  If  proposals  from 
voluntary  agencies  are  not  adequate. 

GUIDING  PRINCIPLES  OF  COMPLEMENTARY  PRIVATE 
INSURANCE 

1.  As  a  corollary  action  to  the  establish- 
ment in  the  public  sector  of  a  plan  for  the 
aged  limited  to  basic  institutional  services, 
national  policy  should  assign  to  private  In- 
surance the  complementary  role  of  establish- 
ing protection  to  cover  other  health  care  re- 
quirements of  aged  persons. 

2.  Private  health  insurance  should  concen- 
trate primarily  on  covering  the  major  clusters 
of  expense  for  physician  care  and  other  non- 
Institutional  services,  so  that,  together  with 
the  institutional  care  covered  by  the  public 
plan,  the  aged  will  have  a  well-balanced 
package  of  basic  protection. 

3.  Basic  complementary  protection  under 
private  insurance  should  be  made  available 
to  all  persons  in  the  aged  population  with- 
out disqualifications,  reductions  in  benefits, 
or  increases  in  premiums  because  of  ad- 
vanced age  or  condition  of  health. 

4.  Private  insurance  organizations  should 
devote  Intensive  efforts  to  extending  basic 
complementary  protection  to  the  aged  pop- 
ulation, with  concentration  on  developing 
marketing  methods  designed  to  produce  high 
volume,  low-cost  mass  coverage. 


5.  Congress  should  take  action  which 
would  make  it  possible  for  insurance  com- 
panies and  nonprofit  health  plans  to  Join  In 
concerted  nationwide  efforts  to  extend  to  the 
aged  population  basic  protection,  comple- 
mentary to  that  established  under  the  public 
insurance  plan  for  the  aged. 

6.  To  increase  the  proportion  of  the  aged 
covered  in  the  future  under  complementary 
protection,  private  insurance  organizations 
should  develop  methods  for  prepaying  dur- 
ing the  years  of  active  employment  the  cost 
of  health  insurance  in  old  age.  Employed 
groups  also  should  be  encouraged  to  con- 
tinue retirees  under  group  insurance  plans. 

NATIONAL  ADVISORY  COUNCIL 

A  National  Advisory  Council  on  Health 
Insurance  for  the  Aged  should  be  created  and 
charged  with  advising  the  Secretary  in  ad- 
ministering the  public  insurance  plan  for 
the  aged  and  with  making  periodic  reports 
to  the  Congress  through  the  President  on 
the  status,  in  both  the  private  and  public 
sectors,  of  implementation  of  national  pol- 
icy for  health  care  of  the  aged. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  to  bring  up  a 
preferred  matter,  and  that  when  consid- 
eration of  the  matter  is  completed,  I  may 
resume  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865) ,  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  old-age,  surviv- 
ors, and  disability  insurance  system,  to 
provide  child's  insurance  benefits  beyond 
age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's 
benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to 
provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals 
not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  im- 
prove the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  with- 
out losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McINTYRE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
the  first  member  of  my  party  to  be 
elected  to  the  Senate  from  New  Hamp- 
shire in  29  years.  The  basic  principle  on 
which  I  campaigned  was  support  for  the 
subject  matter  which  is  now  before  the 
Senate — a  Federal  program  of  medical 
care  for  the  aged,  financed  through  the 
social  security  system,  and  available  to 
all  Americans  who  contributed  to  the 
program  as  a  matter  of  right. 

In  my  campaign  I  traveled  to  every 
city  and  town  in  New  Hampshire, 
promising  to  support  the  medicare  pro- 
gram if  elected.  Throughout  my  State — 
in  the  cities,  in  the  mountains,  along  the 
seacoast,  and  in  the  lakes  region — I 
found  widespread  approval  of  this  pro- 
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gram.  I  believe  that  this  support  is  uni- 
form throughout  our  Nation,  and  it  is 
now  time  for  us  to  follow  the  mandate  of 
the  people  and  enact  a  medicare  pro- 
gram. 

I  have  had  an  intimate  acquaintance 
with  the  financial  problems  of  providing 
medical  care  for  elderly  persons.  For  9 
years,  from  1954  to  1963, 1  was  the  presi- 
dent of  the  board  of  trustees  of  the  Tay- 
lor Home  for  the  Aged,  located  in  my 
home  city  of  Laconia.  In  this  position, 
I  had  the  responsibility,  among  others, 
of  finding  money  to  pay  for  the  medical 
expenses  of  the  residents  of  the  Taylor 
Home.  This  experience  clearly  brought 
home  to  me  the  vital  importance  of  the 
sort  of  program  which  we  are  consider- 
ing today.  This  experience  revealed  to 
me  the  tremendous  burden  under  which 
many  of  our  senior  citizens  are  even  now 
suffering. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  examined  the 
actuarial  estimates  upon  which  the  Gore 
amendment  is  based.  I  believe  that  the 
contributions  under  this  program  will  be 
fully  adequate  to  provide  for  the  sched- 
uled benefits.  And  I  believe  that  the 
scheduled  benefits  will  represent  a  sub- 
stantial help  to  the  elderly  citizens  of 
America,  now  and  in  the  future. 

I  became  a  cosponsor  of  the  Gore 
amendment  with  the  hope  that  this 
amendment  would  be  enacted  into  law. 
Such  an  enactment  will  redeem  the 
pledge  which  the  Democratic  Party  made 
to  the  Nation  last  week  in  Atlantic  City. 
Such  enactment  will,  in  part,  redeem  my 
pledge  to  the  people  of  New  Hampshire 
who  are  responsible  for  my  presence  here 
in  the  U.S.  Senate.  Mr.  President,  I  urge 
the  adoption  of  the  Gore  amendment. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
conclude  in  a  very  few  minutes  my  pres- 
entation in  our  part  of  the  debate,  which 
calls  for  a  program  of  medical  care  for 
the  aged.  I  believe  that  as  authoritative 
a  study  as  has  been  made  in  this  field — 
in  my  judgment  the  most  authoritative 
study — was  made  by  the  National  Com- 
mittee on  Health  Care  of  the  Aged,  a 
voluntary  committee  financed  with 
foundation  funds.  That  committee, 
which  performed  a  highly  creditable 
public  job,  had  represented  on  it  two 
former  Secretaries  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare — Arthur  S.  Flemming,  now 
president  of  the  University  of  Oregon, 
and  Marion  B.  Folsom,  now  director  of 
the  Eastman  Kodak  Co.,  of  Rochester, 
N.Y. 

It  had  on  it  representatives  of  medical 
schools  like  Dr.  Vernon  W.  Lippard,  dean 
of  the  Yale  Medical  School,  and  Dr. 
Dickinson  W.  Richards,  Lambert  pro- 
fessor of  medicine  at  the  College  of  Phy- 
sicians and  Surgeons,  Columbia  Univer- 
sity. It  had  insurance  company  repre- 
sentatives, like  Hubert  W.  Yount,  former 
executive  vice  president  of  the  Liberty 
Mutual  Insurance  Co.  It  had  on  it  Dr. 
Russell  Nelson,  president  of  the  Johns 
Hopkins  Hospital  in  Baltimore,  one  of 
the  most  famous  in  the  country.  It  had 
distinguished  lawyers  among  its  mem- 
bership, including  Arthur  Larson,  direc- 
tor of  the  Rule  of  Law  Center  at  Duke 
University,  and  distinguished  doctors 
like  Russel  V.  Lee,  founder  of  the  Palo 
Alto  Clinic. 


It  had  academic  leaders  like  Dr.  James 
Dixon,  president  of  Antloch  College,  and 
a  business  representative  in  John  C.  Les- 
lie, who,  in  addition  to  being  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Aging  of  the  Com- 
munity Service  Society  of  New  York,  is 
vice  president  of  Pan  American  Airways. 
It  had  on  it  also  a  distinguished  New 
Yorker  who  has  had  great  experience  in 
group  health  insurance,  Winslow  Carl- 
ton, chairman  of  Group  Health  Insur- 
ance, Inc. 

Mr.  President,  we  could  not  have  found 
a  more  balanced  and  finer  panel,  in  my 
judgment.  The  conclusions  to  which 
that  panel  came  are  headed,  "Guiding 
Principles  for  Public  Insurance,"  which 
I  have  already  put  into  the  Record.  In- 
cluded is  a  basic,  underlying  hospital 
care  program  for  the  aged  over  65,  self- 
financed  by  a  separately  designated  pay- 
roll tax  collected  as  a  part  of  social  secu- 
rity. 

As  I  said  in  our  debate  a  while  ago 
with  some  differences,  but  those  which 
are  not  critically  material  to  the  present 
question,  the  proposal  submitted  by  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  like 
the  proposal  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff],  would, 
generally  speaking,  meet  the  tests  laid 
down  by  the  distinguished  national  com- 
mittee to  which  I  refer. 

But  what  is  missing  in  all  of  those  pro- 
posals is  the  participation  of  private  en- 
terprise through  a  system  of  complemen- 
tary private  insurance  utilizing  the  re- 
sources of  the  private  enterprise  system 
and  bringing  them  within  the  actuarial 
means  of  80  percent  of  those  who  are  over 
65  through  the  utilization  of  what  is 
called  the  65 -plus  plan  on  a  national 
basis.  This  will  provide  the  basic  gov- 
ernmental plan  carried  in  the  Gore 
amendment  and,  in  addition,  doctor's 
care,  diagnostic  care,  and  similar  care 
required  for  complete  medical  care  for 
the  aged  at  a  price  which  80  percent  can 
afford  to  pay,  and  which  we  estimate  at 
approximately  $2  a  week. 

Mr.  President,  taking  the  two  proposals 
together,  this  is  the  major  program  for 
medical  care  which  will  give  the  aging 
medical  care  and  which  will  have  a 
built-in  regulating  and  governing  effect 
upon  that  part  of  it  which  comes  from 
contributions  to  the  social  security  sys- 
tem, because  we  will  not  be  bidding  for 
an  increase  of  benefits.  Any  increased 
benefits  over  and  above  the  minimum 
would  come  in  the  private  enterprise  part 
of  the  package,  as  that  expands  and  de- 
velops, gets  more  people  in  it,  and  de- 
velops much  more  actuarial  experience 
and  coverage. 

In  this  way,  there  is  built-in  insurance 
against  the  governmental  system,  or  the 
public  system,  running  away. 

For  those  20  percent  whose  income — 
and  the  income  of  all  these  people  is, 
generally  speaking,  low — who  will  not  be 
able  to  afford  complementary  private  in- 
surance covered  under  the  amendment 
which  I  have  sponsored  together  with 
other  colleagues,  to  whom  I  have  re- 
ferred in  the  Record,  the  Kerr-Mills  law 
fills  in  completely,  because  it  provides  not 
only  hospital,  but  medical  and  health 
coverage. 

There  is  one  other  thing  I  should  like 


to  add.  I  brought  about  a  symposium  in 
March  1960  at  the  College  of  Physicians 
and  Surgeons  at  Columbia  University  on 
the  question  of  health  care  for  the  aging, 
quite  apart  from  the  report  of  the  Na- 
tional Committee  on  Health  Care  for  the 
Aged.  I  shall  include  in  the  Record  that 
part  of  the  symposium  which  is  perti- 
nent. 

The  symposium  was  composed  of  some 
of  the  most  distinguished  physicians  and 
surgeons  in  the  field  of  geriatrics,  as  the 
following  summary  of  the  conference 
shows: 

MEMORANDUM 

Summary 

The  problem  of  health  care  for  those  65 
years  old  and  over  is  distinct  from  the  prob- 
lem of  health  care  for  those  under  that  age; 
Federal  assistance  is  necessary  in  handling 
any  health  care  program  for  the  aging;  and 
any  such  health  care  program  should  be 
voluntary,  with  contributions  by  the  bene- 
ficiary as  well  as  by  State  and  Federal  Gov- 
ernments. These  are  the  major  conclusions 
that  may  be  drawn  from  the  papers  and  dis- 
cussions of  those  who  engaged  in  the  con- 
ference. 

Discussion — 1 

The  first  paper  was  delivered  by  Dr.  Fred- 
erick D.  Zeman,  chief  of  the  medical  services 
of  the  Home  for  Aged  &  Infirm  Hebrews,  who 
spoke  on  medical  preventive  services  for  the 
aged.  He  said  that  the  problem  of  caring 
for  the  aged  so  far  as  medicine  is  concerned 
starts  on  the  day  the  Individual  is  born,  and 
stressed  the  need  for  retraining  professionals 
so  that  they  could  handle  the  problems  that 
older  people  present.  He  described  the  ad- 
vantages of  a  geriatrics  institution,  the  spe- 
cialized equipment  used  by  such  an  institu- 
tion as  contrasted  with  the  hospitals.  There 
were  no  operating  rooms,  no  X-ray  labora- 
tories, etc.,  but  the  geriatric  institution  could 
provide  better  postoperative  care  than  a  gen- 
eral hospital  and  had  many  advantages  in 
caring  for  those  65  and  over. 

Zeman  emphasized  that  the  problems  of 
care  for  those  65  and  over  are  quite  different 
from  those  we  usually  anticipate.  He  pointed 
out  that  of  the  100,000  or  more  who  are  in- 
stitutionalized in  New  York  State  mental 
hospitals,  many  are  over  65.  At  Central  Islip, 
for  example,  more  than  50  percent  are  65 
years  old  and  over.  However,  he  said,  these 
50  percent  were  not  necessarily  hopelessly 
insane;  their  mental  Illness  is  part  of  the 
whole  process  of  aging,  and  with  proper  care 
they  could  be  taken  out  of  this  kind  of  an 
institution. 

Prevention  of  disease  among  the  older  peo- 
ple is  part  of  the  larger  picture  of  preventive 
medicine,  and  begins  long  before  the  individ- 
ual has  reached  the  age  of  65;  a  dynamic  ag- 
gressive approach  to  the  problems  of  preven- 
tive medicine  with  particular  reference  to  the 
early  detection  of  chronic  illnesses  before 
they  become  obvious  in  the  aged  is  what  is 
needed.  These  preventive  services  are  ex- 
tremely important. 

Dr.  Martin  Cherkasky,  director  of  the 
Montefiore  Hospital  in  New  York,  pointed  out 
that  the  older  patients  primarily  suffer  from 
chronic  illnesses  as  contrasted  with  the  acute 
character  of  the  illnesses  that  strike  younger 
people.  He  said  it  is  impossible  to  provide 
adequately  for  the  older  people  because  there 
is  a  wide  gap  in  the  amount  of  knowledge 
that  physicians  have  about  treating  them. 
One  should  start  in  preventive  medicine  long 
before  the  patient  reaches  the  age  of  65. 
General  medical  care  must  exist  first  if  the 
program  for  the  older  patients  is  to  be  con- 
sidered. 

Dr.  Cherkasky  said  that  to  prevent  chronic 
illnesses,  one  must  be  able  to  detect  them  at 
a  very  early  stage.  UsuaUy  the  onset  of  a 
chronic  ailment  is  insidious,  the  patient 
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doesn't  even  know  that  he  has  it.  The 
patient,  therefore,  must  have  "easy"  access 
to  physicians  if  chronic  illness  are  to  be 
checked  in  their  early  stage.  It  must  also  be 
"easy"  for  the  doctor  to  use  all  the  tools  of 
preventive  medicine,  and  in  this  connection 
the  economic  obstacles  must  be  overcome. 
The  complexity  of  modern  medicine  means 
that  the  group  treatment,  the  group  setup, 
is  important  for  proper  diagnosis  and  treat- 
ment. 

Dr.  David  Seegal,  professor  of  medicine  at 
the  college  of  physicians  and  surgeons, 
pointed  out  that  great  progress  has  been 
made  in  the  last  40  years  in  the  treatment 
and  knowledge  of  chronic  diseases  and  that 
38  diseases  which  then  were  fatal  are  now 
under  control.  He  pointed  out,  however, 
that  medical  schools  need  considerable 
strengthening  if  specialized  training  for 
aging  people  is  to  be  developed  to  any  great 
extent.  He  suggested  that  in  the  accurate 
treatment  of  the  aging,  the  word  "appraisal" 
be  substituted  for  "diagnosis,"  and  "manage- 
ment" for  "treatment." 

An  important  point  was  made  by  Dr.  Mar- 
tin R.  Steinberg,  director  of  the  Mount  Sinai 
Hospital.  He  pointed  out  that  younger  phy- 
sicians usually  attempt  to  make  a  complete 
cure  of  the  patient.  Insofar  as  the  aged  are 
concerned,  Dr.  Steinberg  pointed  out,  accu- 
rate diagnosis  and  complete  cure  are  not  as 
urgent  as  the  need  to  keep  these  older  people 
up  and  about.  Being  ambulant  is  probably 
the  most  important  part  of  the  treatment. 

Another  important  suggestion  was  made 
in  this  early  morning  discussion  by  Dr.  Mar- 
tin Cherkasky.  He  said  that  older  patients 
needed  a  variety  of  services  and  he  outlined 
an  ideal  community  situation  in  which  the 
hospital  was  the  centralized  medical  agency 
around  which  was  linked  the  nursing  home, 
home-care  programs,  and  other  measures 
designed  to  get  the  patient  on  his  feet  as  fast 
as  possible.  Outpatient  services  would 
broaden  the  services  of  the  hospital  but  cus- 
todial institutions  were  also  needed,  all  of 
them  linked  with  the  central  hospital.  This 
was  the  way  in  which  an  effective  community 
program  could  be  organized.  Dr.  Cherkasky 
visualized  a  community  setup  in  which  the 
hospital  with  all  its  medical  and  diagnostic 
services  would  be  the  first  to  take  the  older 
persons,  who  would  then  be  transferred  as 
soon  as  possible  either  to  nursing  homes,  to 
outpatient  services,  or  to  some  other  cus- 
todial institution  as  quickly  as  possible, 
thereby  providing  adequate  service  without 
placing  too  great  a  burden  on  the  hospital 
itself. 

Dr.  3eman  stressed  the  need  for  "clinical 
humility,"  by  which  he  meant  that  doctors 
should  develop  at  an  early  stage  a  realization 
that  they  can  achieve  only  limited  goals. 
He  strongly  supported  Dr.  Cherkasky's  sug- 
gestions. 

Dr.  Willard  C.  Rappleye,  dean  emeritus 
and  vice  president  emeritus  of  the  College 
of  Physicians  and  Suregons,  pointed  out  that 
one  should  not  focus  only  on  those  65  years 
old  or  over.  He  stressed  that  one  had  to  con- 
sider the  whole  practice  of  general  medicine, 
medical  education,  and  the  ways  and  means 
of  financing  this  education.  He  enlarged 
upon  this  at  a  later  stage  in  the  discussion. 

Dr.  John  E.  Dietrick,  dean  of  the  Cornell 
University  Medical  College,  also  pointed  out 
that  where  the  aged  were  concerned,  pre- 
vention calls  for  making  people  happy,  and 
to  see  that  they  get  proper  nutrition.  He 
stressed  the  fact  that  poor  nutrition  lay  at 
the  root  of  a  great  many  of  the  problems- 
faced  by  the  aging.  He  cited  the  perils  of 
isolation,  inactivity,  and  depression  as  part 
of  the  problem  that  had  to  be  overcome. 

George  Bugbee,  president  of  the  Health  In- 
formation Foundation,  seconded  this  ob- 
servation. He  stressed  the  need  for  the  doc- 
tors to  emphasize  to  their  aging  patients  that 
they  find  ways  and  means  to  live  with  them- 
selves. 


Another  suggestion  came  from  McAllister 
Lloyd,  chairman  of  the  board  of  the  Teach- 
ers Insurance  &  Annuity  Association.  Mr. 
Lloyd  suggested  regular  medical  examina- 
tions by  business  firms  for  their  chief  em- 
ployees as  one  of  the  ways  in  which  preven- 
tive medicine  could  be  most  effective  in  early 
diagnosis  and  prevention  of  chronic  illnesses. 

Dr.  Aimes  C.  McGuinness,  executive  secre- 
tary of  the  New  York  Academy  of  Medicine, 
pointed  out  that  the  old  and  aging  needed 
twice  as  much  care  as  those  under  65. 

Dr.  John  Bourke,  execvutive  director  of  the 
New  York  State  Hospital  Survey  and  Plan- 
ning Committee,  delivered  a  paper  on  hos- 
pital trends  and  the  needs  of  those  who  are 
chronically  ill.  He  pointed  to  the  develop- 
ment in  recent  years  of  fewer  but  better  and 
larger  hospitals,  and  emphasized  that  the 
gap  between  the  apparent  need  and  the 
number  of  hospital  beds  is  not  as  large  as  the 
statistics  would  seem  to  indicate.  The  gaps 
that  do  develop  are  the  result  of  chronic 
cases  being  placed  in  the  hospital  where  they 
don't  belong  instead  of  using  the  hospital 
beds  for  acute  cases  with  consequent  much 
more  rapid  turnover. 

Dr.  Bourke's  paper,  which  he  summarized 
very  briefly,  provided  statistics  showing  the 
differences  between  costs  of  10  years  ago  and 
costs  today.  He  said,  however,  that  despite 
sizable  increases,  costs  to  the  patient  were 
not  much  higher  because  the  average  length 
of  stay  in  the  hospital  has  been  shortened. 
This  means  that  intensive  treatment  is  pro- 
vided over  a  much  shorter  period  of  time 
than  14  years  ago.  Dr.  Bourke  warned 
against  overinstitutionalizing  the  population 
and  emphasized  that  the  development  of 
nursing  home  units  as  part  of  the  hospital 
complex  can  take  care  of  many  of  the  prob- 
lems of  the  chronically  ill. 

Dr.  Bourke  called  for  the  reexamination 
of  ways  and  means  to  cut  down  or  avoid  hos- 
pital stay  altogether.  He  praised  the  Hill- 
Burton  program  and  said  that  it  has  changed 
completely  the  rural  hospital  system  in  up- 
state New  York  and  vastly  improved  medical 
care  in  that  region.  The  hospitals  were  bet- 
ter staffed  and  better  equipped  and  he  had 
only  words  of  the  highest  praise  for  this 
program. 

Dr.  Bourke  favors  the  large  centralized 
hospital,  and  he  pointed  out  that  planning 
must  include  the  full  range  of  facilities  and 
required  services  which  will  allow  the  hos- 
pital to  serve  as  a  central  core  for  such  needs 
as  chronic  disease  care,  the  nursing  home 
type  of  care,  ambulatory,  diagnostic,  and 
treatment  facilities  and  home-care  program- 
ing. Sound  community  planning,  he  said, 
will  tend  to  avoid  unnecessary  costly  con- 
struction and  duplication.  He  emphasized 
that  it  did  not  make  good  sense  to  keep  the 
patient  in  a  general  hospital  bed  which  cost 
$26  a  day  when  the  required  care  could  be 
given  in  a  nursing  home  unit  for  an  approx- 
imate cost  of  $9  or  $10  a  day. 

Dr.  Bourke  stressed  that  the  prevention 
of  tjisease  should  be  our  primary  goal  and 
that  good  quality  medical  care  and  hospital 
care  should  be  available  to  all  as  needed. 
The  cost  of  such  care,  he  said,  should  be 
studied  within  the  broad  framework  of  the 
health  of  our  community  and  with  regard  to 
our  overall  economy.  More  doctors  should 
be  trained  and  more  services  were  needed. 
Satisfactory  methods  must  be  developed 
jointly  by  voluntary  enterprise  and  govern- 
ment so  that  all  ages  of  people  and  all  eco- 
nomic groups  can  share  equally  in  the  rich 
benefits  which  the  health,  and  medical  and 
related  sciences  have  provided  toward  a  more 
healthful  life. 

Dr.  McGuinness  praised  Dr.  Bourke's  pres- 
entation and  went  on  to  point  out  the  need 
for  more  research  in  the  administration  of 
medical  care.  He  pointed  out  that  the  Hill- 
Burton  program  provided  only  $1.2  billion 
for  research,  a  ridiculously  low  level. 

Dr.  Rappleye  cautioned  that  the  problem 


of  costs  in  taking  care  of  the  aging  will 
change  because  those  now  covered  under 
lower  rates  will  get  older  and  then  continue 
to  be  covered  by  some  form  of  insurance. 
Dr.  Steinberg  urged  that  we  look  into  the 
quality  of  insurance  coverage,  not  only  the 
number  of  those  who  are  covered. 

Dr.  Marcus  D.  Kogel  called  attention  to 
the  desperate  shortage  of  registered  nurses 
for  round-the-clock  care,  and  Senator  Javits 
cited  the  amendment  to  the  Hill-Burton  Act 
which  helps  nursing  homes.  He  said  that 
we  could  do  much  more  in  that  direction. 

Dr.  Rappleye  said  that  at  least  one-third 
of  those  in  the  hospital  need  some  other  kind 
of  care.  He  minimized  the  Forand  bill;  but 
said  that  some  kind  of  subsidy  would  be 
necessary  if  insurance  were  to  be  made  avail- 
able to  a  much  larger  proportion  of  the  popu- 
lation. He  pointed  out  that  you  cannot  sell 
a  complete  insurance  program  once  the  pre- 
mium reaches  the  point  of  more  than  40  per- 
cent of  the  total  cost  of  the  health  coverage. 
In  Canada,  he  said  they  had  arbitrarily 
picked  on  33%  percent  as  the  limit. 

The  recurrent  theme  in  the  general  discus- 
sion that  followed  on  levels  of  care  was  that 
any  broad  program  needed  structuring  lest 
the  load  on  hospitals  become  staggering  as  it 
would  under  the  Forand  bill.  There  is  need 
for  an  incentive  to  put  the  patient  where  he 
belongs,  not  just  to  dump  him  ia  the  hos- 
pitals willy-nilly. 

The  question  was  raised  by  Dr.  Martin 
Cherkasky  as  to  whether  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment could  possibly  require  employers  to 
carry  a  health  insurance  program  which 
would  meet  minimum  standards  for  their 
employees  in  a  fashion  analogous  to  work- 
men's compensation  insurance.  In  reply 
State  Senator  Metcalf  of  New  York  said 
that  bills  had  been  introduced  to  require 
employers  of  more  than  three  or  four  per- 
sons to  provide  basic  insurance  coverage  on 
a  50-50  matching  basis  if  the  individual  were 
single,  and  35-65  matching  if  he  had  a  fam- 
ily. Provision  was  also  made  for  the  pay- 
ment of  premiums  during  employment — 
there  would  be  basic  coverage  only.  Sen- 
ator Metcalf  pointed  out  that  the  Governor 
opposed  this  bill  because  New  York  State 
might  be  singled  out  and  lose  industrial 
business. 

An  extremely  important  point  was  made 
at  this  stage  of  the  discussion  by  Dr.  Martin 
Cherkasky.  He  stressed  that  the  figure  of 
43  percent  of  those  covered  by  health  insur- 
ance was  misleading  because  it  did  not  Indi- 
cate how  much  coverage  they  were  carrying. 
He  pointed  out  that  the  problem  of  health 
coverage  was  really  two  problems:  (1)  Involv- 
ing those  65  and  older  and  for  them  Federal 
support  was  absolutely  essential;  (2)  how- 
ever for  those  55  and  under  some  form  of 
voluntary  services  or  insurance  plan  with  a 
noncancelable  clause  might  prove  more 
acceptable. 

Superintendent  Thatcher  pointed  out  that 
the  cost  of  health  insurance  would  be  more 
than  double  if  it  had  to  include  those  65 
and  over  in  any  long-range  program.  The 
State  alone  could  not  carry  this  kind  of  cost 
and  therefore  a  Federal  subsidy  would  be 
essential. 

In  his  summary  of  the  morning  discussion, 
Senator  Javits  pointed  out  that  there  were 
alternatives  to  institutional  care  and  that 
the  need  was  primarily  for  intermediate  care 
between  the  hospital  and  the  home.  He  took 
note  of  the  fact  that  the  upstate  (New  York) 
hospital  program  had  been  accelerated  by  the 
Hill-Burton  Act  and  also  that  its  extension 
to  cover  nursing  homes  was  inadequate.  He 
reviewed  Dr.  Bourke's  finding  that  at  least 
one-third  of  those  in  the  general  hospital  at 
present  could  really  be  taken  care  of  at  home 
or  in  nursing  homes.  At  the  same  time  he 
recognized  the  inadequate  availabilities  of 
present  nursing  homes.  There  was  need  for 
the  Federal  Government  to  get  into  the  field 
of  aid  to  the  States  and  to  help  accelerate 
all  medical  programs.    He  pointed  out  the 
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contribution  of  NIH  and  also  the  fact  that 
there  was  pressure  In  Congress  to  help  pay 
the  beyond  tuition  cost  of  nongovernmental 
medical  schools. 

Mr.  George  Bugbee  was  opposed  to  Federal 
participation  In  any  health  insurance  pro- 
gram. He  said  that  employers  can  pay  more 
of  the  cost  of  health  care,  and  he  was  not 
ready  to  accept  the  statistics,  cited  by  Dr. 
Rappleye  which  placed  one-third  of  the  cost 
of  care  as  the  limit  of  the  premium  which 
the  worker  could  afford  to  pay. 

Dr.  Rappleye  referred  to  the  experiences  in 
Kurope  with  health  insurance  and  pointed 
out  that  there  was  a  decided  shift  in  plans 
to  cash  indemnities  rather  than  services. 
This  is  because  cash  indemnities  resulted  in 
relatively  lower  cost  than  services.  He  said 
that  Blue  Cross  and  Blue  Shield  were  also 
shifting  to  the  cash  Indemnity  types  of  in- 
surance. Dr.  Steinberg,  however,  said  that 
patients  covered  by  Blue  Cross  still  largely 
received  services  rather  than  indemnities. 

The  conference  adjourned  for  lunch. 

The  afternoon  session  opened  with  delivery 
of  Dr.  Steinberg's  paper  on  plans  and  pro- 
posals for  health  insurance  for  the  aging. 
Dr.  Steinberg  first  described  the  American 
Medical  Association's  insistence  on  a  volun- 
tary prepayment  type  of  insurance. 

Dr.  Steinberg's  point  was  that  the  volun- 
tary approach  alone  without  governmental 
help  was  not  feasible.  The  cost  for  the  aged 
cannot  be  borne  entirely  by  younger  persons 
paying  Increased  social  security  taxes,  nor 
will  strengthening  Blue  Cross  alone  provide 
the  answer.  The  aged  themselves,  of  course, 
cannot  afford  the  full  cost. 

An  approach  purely  by  the  State  and  local 
governments  based  on  need  would  call  for  a 
means  test.  Financing  for  the  indigent  by 
the  Federal  Government  means  that  the  cost 
would  spiral  anywhere  up  to  $2  billion  a  year. 
It  would  be  undesriable  to  attempt  to  get 
this  fund  out  of  the  general  revenue. 

Dr.  Steinberg  then  described  a  proposal 
made  in  Colorado  for  statewide  care  which 
would  be  limited  primarily  to  hospitalization. 
It  was  based  on  the  tact  that  the  aged  can 
participate  to  some  extent  in  financing  the 
program,  and  the  remainder  of  the  program 
would  be  paid  for  out  of  the  general  fund. 

One  of  the  cardinal  conclusions  to 
which  they  have  come  is  not  only  that 
such  a  plan  as  we  are  discussing  is  essen- 
tial, but,  what  is  more  important,  that 
the  patients  must  be  kept  ambulatory. 

The  important  thing  with  the  aged  is 
to  have  them  walk,  and  not  put  them  to 
bed.  Therefore,  medical  care  must  in- 
clude physicians'  care.  Physicians'  care, 
unless  it  is  to  run  afoul  of  deeply  held 
convictions  as  to  relations  between  pa- 
tient and  physician,  should  be  covered 
under  private,  not  public,  insurance. 

Although  it  may  be  true  that  54  per- 
cent of  the  aged  are  already  covered  by 
some  form  of  private  insurance,  the  em- 
phasis is  on  some  form  of  private  insur- 
ance which  cannot  always  be  regarded 
as  adequate  coverage.  With  its  deducti- 
bles, limitations  in  service,  and  in 
amount,  it  does  not  represent  basic, 
needed  medical  care.  That  is  the  opin- 
ion of  the  National  Committee  on  Health 
Care  for  the  Aged  and  the  symposium  to 
which  I  have  referred,  as  well  as  the 
great  bulk  of  testimony  before  the  com- 
mittees that  have  held  hearings  on  the 
subject. 

For  all  those  reasons,  I  think  the  way 
the  Senate  can  best  approach  the  matter 
is  by  way  of  the  Gore  or  Ribicoff  pro- 
posal, adding  to  it  the  title  on  comple- 
mentary  private   insurance  which  is 


contained  in  the  amendment  sponsored 
by  myself  and  Senators  Case,  Keating, 
Kuchel,  Smith,  and  Cooper. 

If  we  can  do  that,  we  can  be  very 
proud  of  our  handiwork,  for  that  is  the 
approach  taken  by  the  Anderson-Javits 
bill  of  1962,  the  most  comprehensive  bill 
that  has  faced  the  Senate,  as  now 
brought  up  to  date,  refined,  developed, 
in  the  most  considered  way  by  the  dis- 
tinguished persons  I  have  mentioned,  in 
the  amendment,  we  have  submitted. 

If  the  Senate  wants  to  be  proud  of 
what  it  does,  then  the  thing  to  do  is  to 
adopt  not  only  the  basic  health  insur- 
ance plan,  but  the  complementary  pri- 
vate insurance  title  to  which  I  have 
referred.  As  I  have  said,  I  shall  offer  it 
as  a  perfecting  amendment  to  the  Long 
amendment  if  the  Gore  amendment 
should  carry.  If  not,  my  colleagues  and 
I  will  consult  with  respect  to  a  decision 
as  to  what  further  course  shall  be  taken, 
whether  to  submit  the  whole  plan  at  this 
time  or  to  await  perhaps  a  more  propi- 
tious occasion,  if  the  Gore  or  Ribicoff 
amendments  are  not  adopted. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 
Mr.  JAVITS.  I  yield. 
Mr.  CARLSON.  I  do  not  want  to  let 
this  opportunity  pass  without  commend- 
ing the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
York  for  the  splendid  service  he  has  ren- 
dered to  the  Senate  and  the  country  as 
a  whole  in  the  field  of  health  care  for 
our  aged.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  York  appeared  before  the  Sen- 
ate Finance  Committee  and  made  what 
was  in  my  opinion  one  of  the  best  state- 
ments the  committee  heard  this  year  in 
behalf  of  health  care  for  the  aged.  His 
experience  in  this  field  is  something  we 
should  take  advantage  of.  I  sincerely 
hope  that,  before  the  Senate  acts  on  the 
health  care  amendment,  it  will  give  con- 
sideration to  the  points  made  today. 

I  realize  that  there  is  great  pressure 
for  medical  care  for  the  aged.  I  fully 
realize  the  need  for  it.  At  the  same  time 
I  hope  the  Senate  will  not  try  to  write, 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate,  a  medicare 
bill  for  those  who  are  expecting  to  re- 
ceive benefits  from  it,  but  who  will,  at 
the  sjame  time,  be  disappointed  after  we 
have  enacted  the  measure. 

This  is  legislation  that  is  difficult  to 
write.  We  are  completely  new  in  this 
field.  The  Kerr-Mills  bill  is  only  2  years 
old.  It  was  our  first  step.  We  need  to 
take  time  to  look  this  subject  over. 

I  want  to  commend  the  Senator  from 
New  York  for  what  he  has  done.  As  one 
member  of  the  Finance  Committee,  I 
want  to  assure  the  Senator  from  New 
York  and  other  Senators  interested  in 
this  field  that  the  Senate  can  and  should 
give  consideration  to  the  proposals  made 
before  we  act  in  haste  and  to  the  regret 
of  those  who  expect  to  get  the  benefits. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  very  grateful  to  the 
Senator  from  Kansas.  I  hope  we  can  get 
something  accomplished  at  this  session 
of  Congress.  I  have  outlined  some  of 
my  ideas.  If  that  should  be  the  will  of 
the  Senate,  it  would  be  a  happy  augury 
for  the  aged  of  the  United  States  that 
such  a  distinguished  Senator  and  such 
a  fine  member  of  the  committee  as  the 


Senator  from  Kansas  has  given  this  prob- 
lem such  sympathetic  understanding. 
I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
speak  for  the  Record  concerning  the 
matter  of  hospital  care  for  the  aged. 
There  is  before  the  Senate  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore].  I  be- 
lieve it  is  accurate  to  state  that  his 
amendment,  in  substance,  is  the  King- 
Anderson  bill.  It  calls  for  a  system  of 
hospital  care  under  our  social  security 
system. 

Perhaps  later  the  Senate  will  consider 
the  amendment  of  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff]. 

There  are  two  important  questions  to 
be  answered  in  connection  with  this  leg- 
islation. Before  I  propound  those  ques- 
tions, I  should  like  to  point  out  that  when 
we  legislate  in  the  field  of  social  security 
we  are  enacting  a  permanent  program. 

I  have  opposed  many  bills  in  the  field 
of  social  legislation,  but  one  thing  I  stand 
firm  on.  I  want  my  Government  to  make 
good  its  commitments  to  our  citizens.  I 
want  social  security  benefits  paid,  and 
paid  in  dollars  that  really  count.  It  is 
therefore  important  that  we  consider 
how  much  it  is  proposed  to  add  to  our 
social  security  system. 

It  is  therefore  important  that  we  know 
what  a  program  will  cost.  There  is  con- 
siderable similarity  between  the  Gore 
proposal  and  the  Ribicoff  proposal,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  they  differ  in 
many  details.  They  are  both  under  so- 
cial security  and  both  would  start  a  pro- 
gram in  motion  totally  inadequate,  even 
if  we  favored  such  a  program. 

It  is  also  apparent  that  we  do  not  have 
adequate  cost  figures,  particularly  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  Government,  to 
deal  with  this  situation.  For  instance, 
the  Ribicoff  amendment  would  provide, 
in  substance,  "We  will  increase  the  social 
security  benefits,  and  you  can  elect  to 
have  $5  a  month  taken  out  of  your  social 
security  benefits  to  buy  hospital  insur- 
ance." 

The  fact  is  that  no  one,  old  or  young, 
can  buy  adequate  hospital  insurance  for 
$5  a  month. 

Someone  may  say,  "The  Government 
can  do  it  cheaper."  I  do  not  know  about 
that.  The  Federal  Government  cannot 
build  a  building  cheaper  than  can  private 
enterprise.  The  Federal  Government 
cannot  operate  a  restaurant  cheaper 
than  can  private  enterprise.  The  Fed- 
eral Government  cannot  carry  on  a  busi- 
ness transaction  as  cheap  as  private 
enterprise  can  do  it. 

However,  let  us  assume,  for  the  sake 
of  the  argument,  that  if  everyone  is 
forced  into  the  program,  and  there  is  no 
expense  for  salesmen  hire,  it  could  be 
made  a  little  cheaper.  When  we  consider 
the  overhead  and  the  waste  in  Govern- 
ment, a  part  of  the  cheaper  operating 
cost  would  be  wiped  out. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  that  in  pro- 
viding adequate  health  insurance  and 
medical  care  for  our  Government  em- 
ployees, the  cost  is  $19  a  month.  There 
we  are  dealing  with  people  in  the  prime 
of  life,  who  are  not  bkely  to  be  ill. 
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Why  are  we  kidding  ourselves  and 
talking  about  a  program  of  hospitaliza- 
tion for  the  aged  at  a  cost  of  $5  a  month? 

The  record  shows  that  the  average 
hospital  room,  a  semiprivate  room,  costs 
about  $38  a  day.  It  would  take  7  or  8 
months  of  payments  at  $5  a  month  to 
pay  for  1  day  in  the  hospital, .  even  if 
no  administrative  costs  were  involved. 

This  brings  to  mind  the  statement  of 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee when  the  legislation  was  previ- 
ously debated  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
He  recognized  the  defects  in  the  pro- 
posal; and  he  said,  "This  is  only  a  start." 
Of  course,  everyone  knows  it.  If  we  are 
to  impose  a  tax  on  everyone,  on  the  peo- 
ple who  make  their  living  as  domestic 
servants,  upon  the  physically  handi- 
capped, upon  the  blind,  upon  individuals 
supporting  a  family  of  seven  or  eight, 
upon  everyone  who  is  working  his  way 
through  school,  upon  everyone  who  is 
buying  a  home  and  educating  his  chil- 
dren, upon  all  who  are  buying  life  insur- 
ance and  paying  their  own  educational 
debts,  in  order  to  pay  the  hospital  bills  of 
another  group  because  the  members  of 
that  group  are  65  years  of  age  and  over, 
what  will  happen  when  a  Senator  says, 
"This  program  is  inadequate.  If  we  are 
to  pay  the  hospital  bill  of  an  individual 
because  he  is  65,  we  must  do  it  for  other 
people,  because  they  are  needy." 

Everyone  knows  that  this  is  only  a  be- 
ginning. The  Gore  amendment  would  be 
a  great  disappointment  to  older  people. 
Many  of  the  older  people  whom  I  have 
the  privilege  of  knowing  and  who  need 
help  with  their  medical  costs,  want,  first 
of  all,  help  to  stay  out  of  the  hospital. 
The  Gore  amendment  provides  nothing 
of  the  sort. 

What  does  it  offer?  It  offers  some 
hospital  services.  It  offers  90  days  of 
hospital  care,  with  certain  deductibles. 
A  person  can  elect  a  shorter  period  with- 
out any  deductibles.  It  is  possible  to 
have  a  nurse  come  to  one's  home  for  up 
to  80  days.  It  does  not  pay  any  medical 
bill.  It  does  not  pay  any  surgical  costs 
which  arise  in  a  hospital.  It  does  not 
pay  for  a  doctor's  visit  to  a  person's  home. 
It  does  not  pay  any  benefits  for  a  pa- 
tient's call  at  a  doctor's  office.  It  will 
not  pay  for  prescriptions  that  the  doctor 
writes  and  the  patient  has  filled  at  the 
drugstore.  None  of  these  every  day  ex- 
penses which  enable  people  to  stay  out 
of  the  hospital  are  taken  care  of. 

I  mentioned  before  the  great  lack  of 
information  about  this  proposal.  It  is 
not  uncommon  to  receive  a  letter  from  a 
constituent,  a  fine  individual,  who  writes, 
"I  am  past  65.  My  tiusband  is  past  65. 
Our  income  is  very  small.  I  must  go  to 
the  doctor  twice  a  week.  My  husband 
must  go  to  the  doctor  once  a  week.  We 
must  have  our  prescriptions  filled,  and 
that  costs  a  great  deal  of  money.  My 
husband  must  buy  insulin,  and  I  need 
new  glasses.  Please  vote  for  the  Presi- 
dent's medicare  bill." 

The  only  truthful  answer  one  can  make 
to  such  a  person  is  that  the  President's 
medicare  bill  would  not  pay  one  dime  in 
such  a  case. 

That  is  why  it  is  so  true,  as  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
said,  that  this  is  but  the  beginning.  If 


we  start  to  pay  for  items  that  are  desired 
the  least,  the  program  will  have  to  be  ex- 
tended to  take  care  of  all  the  other 
things. 

Now  we  are  faced  with  a  basic  ques- 
tion. The  question  is  whether  we  shall 
tax  all  the  people  who  are  working  and 
who  are  self-employed  and  the  employers 
in  order  to  pay  the  hospital  bill  of  people 
who  are  65  years  and  over  and  who  do 
not  need  it  at  all.  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  millionnaire.  Someone  has  said 
that  the  millionnaire  is  in  the  80-percent 
bracket  and  that  his  medical  bills  would 
be  a  deduction  from  taxes  anyway; 
therefore  we  would  be  taking  care  of  him. 
I  am  not  too  sure  that  that  reasoning  is 
correct.  However,  I  am  not  talking 
about  the  millionnaire.  Let  us  apply  it 
to  the  neighborhood  where  we  live.  Let 
us  talk  about  the  lawyer,  who  has  reached 
the  top  of  his  profession  at  65.  He  is  not 
retired.  He  has  accumulated  a  little. 
Perhaps  his  practice  is  not  large,  in  terms 
of  great  corporations.  Perhaps  he  makes 
$15,000  or  $20,000  a  year. 

He  does  not  retire.  But  the  bill  pro- 
poses that  the  family  that  lives  on  $3,000 
a  year  shall  pay  a  social  security  tax  on 
every  dollar  of  it,  and  that  the  lawyer 
shall  be  given  hospitalization  free — ab- 
solutely free.  That  does  not  make  sense. 
It  is  not  just. 

When  one  pays  his  income  tax,  he  re- 
ceives a  personal  exemption.  It  is  not 
so  large  as  we  would  like  to  have  it,  but 
it  is  $600.  A  man  and  his  wife  receive 
an  exemption  of  $1,200  before  the  tax  is 
applied.  That  is  not  very  much,  but  it 
is  something.  If  a  family  has  five  chil- 
dren, it  has  seven  exemptions.  Seven 
times  $600  provides  a  total  exemption  of 
$4,200  before  an  income  tax  must  be 
paid. 

But  does  everyone  know  how  the  so- 
cial security  tax  is  applied?  It  is  ap- 
plied from  the  first  dollar.  The  individ- 
ual who  does  hard  labor  with  his  hands 
has  the  social  security  tax  applied  to  the 
first  dollar  of  his  earnings. 

I  have  mentioned  the  blind  and  the 
physically  handicapped.  If  a  blind 
person  has  mastered  a  trade  and  can 
work  with  his  hands  and  make  a  few 
dollars  each  day,  his  earnings  are  sub- 
ject to  the  social  security  tax  from  the 
first  dollar  up  to  the  top  limit  of  the 
wage  base.  Those  are  the  people  who 
will  be  taxed  to  pay  the  hospital  bill  of 
everybody  over  65,  whether  retired  or 
not,  under  the  Gore  amendment. 

Why  should  that  be  done?  The  rec- 
ord shows  that  most  people  at  age  65 
have  paid  for  their  homes.  Most  people 
at  age  65  have  their  insurance  paid  up. 
Most  people  at  age  65  have  finished 
educating  their  children.  Yet  it  is  pro- 
posed to  take  from  families  that  are 
living  on,  perhaps,  $2,000,  $3,000,  or 
$4,000,  money  from  their  paychecks  to 
give  everyone  free  hospitalization  merely 
because  age  65  has  been  reached. 

That  is  the  basic  problem  involved  in 
this  proposal. 

This  is  not  a  question  of  politicians, 
of  Senators  and  Representatives  having 
compassion  on  the  people  and  wanting 
to  do  something  for  them.  Congress 
cannot  give  the  people  anything.  All 
we  can  do  is  to  set  in  motion  a  law  that 


will  enable  the  arm  of  the  tax  gatherer 
to  tax  the  substance  of  some  people  and 
give  it  to  someone  else.  In  this  instance, 
it  is  proposed  to  take  money  from  the 
poor,  because  all  the  money  of  the  poor 
is  subject  to  the  social  security  tax. 

The  income  of  millions  of  people  in 
the  United  States  is  so  low  that  they 
pay  more  in  social  security  taxes  than 
they  do  in  income  taxes.  Millions  of 
people  pay  large  sums  in  social  security 
taxes,  although  they  do  not  earn  enough 
to  pay  a  single  dollar  of  income  tax. 
This  is  because  the  social  security  tax 
is  assessed  on  a  broad  base  with  no  per- 
sonal exemption.  The  social  security  tax 
rests  upon  the  people  who  labor.  It  rests 
upon  every  employer  who  wants  to  pro- 
vide people  with  jobs.  It  is  particularly 
heavy  upon  the  self-employed.  The  self- 
employed  person  pays  1  y2  times  the  rate 
of  an  employee,  and  he  pays  on  the  first 
dollar  he  earns. 

Traditionally,  one  of  the  things  that 
has  reduced  unemployment  in  this  coun- 
try has  been  the  desire  of  an  employee  to 
go  into  business  for  himself — to  be  a 
farmer  or  a  shopkeeper,  or  to  become 
engaged  in  some  other  self-employed 
activity.  When  he  made  that  move,  he 
left  a  place  for  some  young  person  to 
become  an  employee.  But  under  the  re- 
gressive tax  of  social  security,  the  minute 
a  person  becomes  self-employed  he  is 
charged  IV2  times  the  rate  of  an  em- 
ployee for  his  social  security. 

We  should  not  embark  on  this  pro- 
gram on  the  basis  of  the  information  we 
have,  because  such  a  program  will  be 
permanent.  If  Congress  decides  to  enact 
a  public  works  program  and  enacts  a  bill, 
and  the  program  turns  out  to  be  too  ex- 
travagant, the  particular  public  works 
involved  will  be  constructed  in  a  year  or 
two,  and  we  can  then  stop  or  change  the 
program,  although  I  do  not  believe  we 
have  ever  done  so.  If  we  become  too  en- 
thusiastic in  voting  for  veterans'  bene- 
fits— I  am  not  saying  we  have,  but  if 
that  should  happen — a  time  will  come 
when  the  charges  of  those  veterans' 
benefits  will  dwindle,  so  far  as  the 
Treasury  is  concerned,  or  will  at  least 
become  very  small. 

But  every  time  we  add  to  the  social 
security  system,  we  set  in  motion  some- 
thing that  will  continue  into  the  future. 
We  cannot  start  a  program  that  will  pay 
benefits  now,  next  year,  and  10  years 
from  now,  and  then  say  to  the  group  that 
will  be  65  years  of  age  11  years  from 
now,  15  years  from  now,  or  20  years  from 
now,  "You  are  not  going  to  receive  bene- 
fits under  our  present  concept  of  social 
security  and  the  way  it  operates."  That 
simply  cannot  happen. 

Therefore,  we  should  not  be,  in  what 
I  hope  are  the  closing  days  of  this  session 
of  Congress,  enacting  a  proposal  that 
contains  so  many  hazy  ideas  about  what 
it  will  cost  and  so  much  misinformation 
as  to  what  it  will  do  for  the  people. 

We  are  on  the  eve  of  a  national  elec- 
tion. I  wish  to  read  something  that  was 
developed  in  our  hearings.  A  very  fine 
individual,  who  said  she  appeared  as  vice 
president  of  the  Chicago  Area  Senior 
Citizens  Association,  testified.  She  testi- 
fied as  a  representative  of  the  National 
Senior  Citizens  Council.    I  make  no  in- 
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dictment  of  this  fine  woman.  She  was 
concerned  about  a  problem.  I  think  she 
advocated  the  wrong  answer.  But  the 
Washington  Evening  Star,  on  May  1, 
1S64,  had  something  to  say  about  the 
National  Senior  Citizens  Council.  I 
read: 

Funds  from  the  Democratic  National  Com- 
mitte  provide  an  Important  source  of  revenue 
for  the  National  Senior  Citizens  Council 
which,  according  to  its  own  literature,  "has 
been  the  acknowledged  leader  in  the  national 
campaign  to  mobilize  public  support  for  a 
program  to  finance  aged  hospital  insurance 
through  social  security." 

Elsewhere  in  the  article,  we  read: 
Kecords  on  file  with  the  Cleric  of  the  House, 
however,  show  that  in  the  first  2  months  of 
this  year,  the  Democrats  contributed  $15,000 
to  the  council.  Last  year,  $40,000,  or  almost 
one-third  of  the  council's  reported  budget, 
came  from  the  Democratic  National 
Committee. 

That  is  not  unlawful.  I  have  no  ob- 
jection to  it,  but  I  believe  that  it  should 
be  disclosed.  If  some  group  appears 
with  the  idea  that  it  is  speaking  in  its 
own  behalf  to  help  out  other  citizens, 
that  is  one  thing.  If  it  is  a  campaign 
organization  in  disguise,  that  is  another. 

That  is  another  reason  why  we  should 
not  embark  upon  a  program  with  such 
permanence,  on  the  eve  of  a  national 
election,  when  the  cost  estimates  and 
many  other  problems  have  not  been  care- 
fully developed. 

The  Washington  Evening  Star  was 
not  the  only  newspaper  which  wrote 
about  this  activity.  I  read  from  the  St. 
Louis  Globe  Democrat  of  April  30,  1964, 
under  a  Washington  dateline : 

The  National  Council  of  Senior  Citizens, 
which  describes  Itself  as  the  voice  of  2  mil- 
lion elderly  people  who  favor  the  medicare 
health  proposal,  is  In  reality  receiving  a 
sizable  portion  of  Its  financial  support  from 
the  Democratic  National  Committee. 

In  the  first  2  months  of  this  year,  the 
Democratic  Party's  national  treasury  con- 
tributed $15,000  to  the  council,  according 
to  a  report  filed  with  Congress  by  the  Demo- 
cratic committee. 

The  contributions  were  in  $5,000  checks 
January  3,  22,  and  February  14. 

The  Senior  Citizens  Council's  budget  for 
the  entire  year  for  funds  from  all  sources 
is  $150,000,  Information  Director  William 
Hutton  said. 

In  1963,  the  Democratic  National  Com- 
mittee's contributions  to  the  Senior  Citizens 
Council  totaled  $41,000,  represented  by 
checks  February  1,  June  4,  and  July  23. 

FTVE  THOUSAND  DOLLARS  TO  START 

In  1962,  when  the  council  was  getting 
started,  it  received  a  check  for  $5,000  from 
the  Democratic  treasury.    This  was  March  30. 

The  Senior  Citizens  Council  had  its  found- 
ing convention  in  May  1962.  It  had  been 
organized  on  a  temporary  basis  in  August 
1961. 

Before  it  was  organized,  the  council 
received  a  check  for  $5,000  from  the 
Democrat  National  Committee.  As  I  say, 
it  is  no  violation  of  law.  But  let  us  con- 
sider it  in  its  proper  light.  It  means 
that  there  is  not  so  much  concern  for  a 
sound  program  for  old  people  as  there 
is  concern  for  the  votes  of  old  people. 

Again  I  say  that  the  costs  of  the  pro- 
gram have  not  been  adequately  deter- 
mined and  developed.  There  seems  to 
be  some  kinship  between  those  promot- 


ing the  proposal  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  Ribicoff]. 

Again,  I  remind  the  Senate  that  the 
Ribicoff  proposal  indicates  that  it  would 
be  financed  by  $5  a  month,  because  it 
says  that  we  can  cut  down  the  increase 
in  social  security  by  $5  and  qualify  for 
the  insurance. 

We  cannot  buy  any  adequate  insur- 
ance for  $5  a  month.  We  cannot  buy  it 
for  twice  that  much. 

So  I  ask  Senators,  Is  this  a  political 
gimmick,  or  is  it  a  sound  program? 

It  certainly  is  not  a  sound  program. 

If  we  are  to  start  something  that  I 
wish  my  Government — if  it  started — to 
make  good  on  10,  40  or  100  years  from 
now,  let  us  make  sure  that  it  is  soundly 
financed  and  that  we  know  what  the 
costs  will  be. 

The  projected  costs,  in  this  instance, 
are  not  accurate.  They  are  deceptive. 
They  are  not  in  accordance  with  the 
best  available  information.  The  pro- 
posed benefits,  if  the  Gore  amendment 
should  be  adopted,  will  be  most  disap- 
pointing to  our  older  people. 

There  is  a  philosophical  question  that 
we  must  determine,  and  that  is :  Is  it  the 
business  of  Government  to  tax  all  of 
these  people  on  their  earnings  through 
the  social  security  system  in  order  to  give 
hospital  care  to  everyone  over  65  years  of 
age,  even  if  he  is  better  able  to  pay  for 
it  than  the  young  and  middle-aged  who 
are  paying  their  social  security  taxes? 

I  do  not  subscribe  to  that  philosophy. 

The  other  question  is:  Should  the 
government  at  various  levels,  including 
the  Federal  Government,  see  to  it  that 
older  citizens  who  do  not  have  the  means 
to  provide  for  their  hospital,  medical, 
or  surgical  care  are  taken  care  of  by 
the  Government? 

My  answer  to  that  is  "Yes." 

The  platform  of  my  party  calls  for 
complete  coverage  of  all  older  people 
on  the  basis  of  need  for  all  their  medi- 
cal expenses,  instead  of  limiting  a  Gov- 
ernment-operated, socialistic  insurance 
gimmick  to  fine  print  benefits. 

I  say  to  the  Senate  that  if  there  is 
an  older  person  who  does  not  have  the 
means  to  pay  for  medical  treatment, 
hospital  care,  prescriptions,  glasses,  calls 
at  the  doctor's  office,  or  doctor's  calls  at 
home,  or  whatever  it  is,  it  should  be 
paid. 

It  is  the  concern  of  government  on  the 
basis  of  need.  Every  person  who  can- 
not provide  medical  and  hospital  care 
for  himself  should  have  it  anyway.  That 
is  the  present  law.  That  law  was  en- 
larged and  improved  upon  a  few  years 
ago,  under  what  is  known  as  the  Kerr- 
Mills  law.  In  most  of  our  States,  for 
many  years,  the  very  poor  received  med- 
ical attention  free  of  charge,  whether  it 
was  an  expensive  operation,  a  hospital 
stay,  or  anything  else.  The  very  poor 
received  that  service  at  public  expense. 
Then  we  have,  of  course,  the  more  well- 
to-do,  who  should  take  care  of  these  ex- 
penses themselves.  But  there  was  a  gap 
between  the  needy  and  those  able  to 
take  care  of  themselves.  Lacking  a  bet- 
ter term,  I  choose  to  call  them  the  "near 
needy." 


The  Kerr-Mills  law  provided  in  sub- 
stance that  if  any  State  wishes  to  set  up 
a  program  to  give  hospital  and  medical 
care  to  elder  citizens  who  are  near  needy, 
it  can  do  so,  and  the  Federal  Government 
will  pick  up  a  sizable  portion  of  the 
check.  Some  35  to  38  States  have  en- 
acted such  a  program. 

Those  who  started  on  it  right  away 
have  improved  their  program,  and  it  is 
getting  better.  It  has  not  been  in  opera- 
tion very  long.  However,  it  is  based  upon 
sound  principles.  It  means  that  if  older 
persons  have  some  income,  they  do  not 
have  to  be  paupers.  They  may  own  their 
own  homes,  or  be  considered  on  any  plan 
the  State  may  establish ;  but  if  they  have 
medical  needs,  they  can  be  met,  what- 
ever they  are,  and  met  in  full.  The  bill 
would  be  paid  for  by  the  general  tax- 
payers. The  taxpayer  most  able  to  pay 
will  pay  the  most  on  that  bill. 

It  is  not  added  to  the  social  security 
tax  which  taxes  the  people  where  it  hurts 
the  most. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  does  not  have  a  record 
in  this  field  of  which  it  can  be  proud.  It 
has  not  promoted  the  Kerr-Mills  law  as 
it  should.  It  has  not  advertised  the 
benefits  of  the  Kerr-Mills  law.  It  has 
not  lent  its  great  power  and  influence  to 
help  make  it  better.  It  has  taken  tax 
dollars  and  used  them  to  lobby  and  cam- 
paign for  a  system  of  hospital  care  under 
social  security  which  would  take  care,  in 
a  small  fashion,  of  everyone  over  65.  in- 
cluding those  who  ought  to  be  paying  for 
it  themselves. 

I  have  received  a  letter  that  I  have  per- 
mission to  read  into  the  Record.  It  is 
addressed  to  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Finance,  Hon. 
Harry  F.  Byrd.  The  letter  is  from  the 
Governor  of  Michigan,  George  Romney, 
one  of  the  fine  public  servants  of  our 
country.  He  is  a  man  of  great  integrity, 
a  man  who  takes  his  job  seriously,  a  man 
of  trust.  The  letter  is  dated  August  24, 
1964.  It  reads  as  follows: 

Dear  Senator  Bykd:  It  has  come  to  my  at- 
tention that  Mr.  Wilbur  Cohen,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare,  recently  appeared  before 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  and  testified 
as  to  the  development  and  adequacy  of 
Michigan's  medical  assistance  for  the  aged 
program.  I  would  like  to  comment  on  this 
testimony  and  present  for  the  record  this 
statement  regarding  the  development,  opera- 
tion, and  current  status  of  the  MAA  pro- 
gram in  Michigan. 

Mr.  Cohen  testified  that  he  drafted  the 
Michigan  legislation.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  in 
1960  Mr.  Cohen  was  requested  by  Governor 
Williams  to  draft  a  proposal  for  implement- 
ing the  Kerr-Mills  legislation  in  Michigan. 
This  proposal  then  became  the  basis  for  a 
bill  drafted  by  Governor  Williams  and  sub- 
mitted to  the  legislature.  The  bill  as  drafted 
was  unacceptable  to  a  majority  of  the  legis- 
lature and  as  a  result  the  Governor's  pro- 
posal was  substantially  modified  in  its  final 
passage.  In  considering  this  legislation,  the 
legislature  was  faced  with  a  serious  financial 
situation  and  in  no  position  to  adopt  a 
law  which  called  for  an  uncontrollable  ex- 
penditure of  a  large  sum  of  money.  Thus, 
the  legislature  settled  upon  a  program  which 
would  provide  medical  protection  equivalent 
to  the  service  under  Blue-Cross  Blue-Shield 
insurance. 

Mr.  Cohen  has  testified  that  there  are  large 
elements  of  the  Michigan  population  that  are 
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excluded  from  the  MAA  program  because  of 
income  and  property  limitations  along  with 
responsible  relative  provisions.  In  1964,  the 
Michigan  Legislature  removed  the  responsible 
relative  provision  from  the  statute  entirely. 
In  addition,  Michigan  has  twice  liberalized  its 
income  provisions  in  order  to  provide  for  its 
elderly  citizens  who  are  unable  to  provide 
adequate  medical  care  for  themselves.  Orig- 
inally, the  Michigan  statute  limited  the  an- 
nual income  of  a  single  person  to  $1,500  and 
a  married  couple  to  $2,000.  After  a  few 
months  experience  it  was  found  that  the 
maximum  social  security  payment  for  a  hus- 
band and  wife  exceeded  the  $2,000  limitation 
and  the  legislature  promptly  raised  that  ceil- 
ing to  $2,500  for  a  married  couple.  Again  in 
1964  the  legislature  increased  the  annual  in- 
come ceiling  of  $1,500  for  a  single  person  to 
$1,900  and  for  the  married  couple  to  $2,700. 

Indications  are  that  at  least  80,000  per- 
sons would  be  eligible  for  the  MAA  program 
should  they  need  to  apply.  Records  pro- 
vided by  the  Michigan  Social  Welfare  De- 
partment indicate  that  to  date  36,540  per- 
sons have  been  certified  for  MAA  service. 
This  certainly  reflects  the  fact  that  those 
elder  citizens  needing  service  are  being  cared 
for  under  the  program. 

Mr.  Cohen  has  testified  that  Michigan  is 
in  a  very  difficult  financial  situation.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  Michigan's  financial  situation 
in  1960  was  very  desperate.  However,  since 
January  1,  1963,  the  picture  has  changed 
drastically  and  as  a  result  our  $85  million 
deficit  has  been  wiped  out  and  we  are  cur- 
rently enjoying  a  substantial  operating  sur- 
plus. 

At  the  same  session  Secretary  Celebrezze 
commented  that  five  States  are  receiving 
approximately  74  percent  of  the  Federal 
funds  under  the  Kerr-Mills  bill,  and  fur- 
thermore, these  States  (including  Michigan) 
have  a  more  liberalized  program. 

In  summary,  I  would  like  to  point  out 
that  Michigan  stands  third  among  the  States 
in  maximum  income  limitations  for  indi- 
viduals and  fourth  among  the  States  in 
maximum  income  limitations  for  a  married 
couple.  Michigan's  program  is  flexible  as 
evidenced  by  the  number  of  changes  that 
have  taken  place  since  the  inception  of  .the 
program  in  1960.  The  MAA  program  in 
Michigan  is  underwriting  the  very  costly 
hospital  expense  for  those  elderly  citizens 
who  are  least  able  to  pay  for  their  hospitali- 
zation. It  should  be  noted  that  Michigan's 
program  places  no  time  limit  on  the  receipt 
of  service  except  for  convalescent  home  care. 

Finally,  after  almost  4  years  of  administer- 
ing this  program,  it  has  grown  from  an 
annual  cost  of  $11  million  to  an  estimated 
$32  million  for  the  present  fiscal  year.  Dur- 
ing this  same  period  of  time  there  have  been 
virtually  no  complaints  received  from  ap- 
plicants, recipients,  physicians,  or  hospitals. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  Michigan  has  had  less 
3  dozen  administrative  hearings  on  any 
issue  involving  the  MAA  program. 

I  call  these  facts  to  your  attention  be- 
cause Michigan  is  proud  of  its  MAA  pro- 
gram and  of  our  efforts  to  provide  better 
medical  and  hospital  services  for  our  senior 
citizens. 

Sincerely, 

George  Romney. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  want  the  Rec- 
ord to  indicate  that  I  have  any  notion 
whatever  that  Mr.  Cohen  did  not  intend 
to  give  a  correct  picture  of  the  Michigan 
situation.  But  it  shows  that  bureaucra- 
cy is  behind  the  times.  The  bureau- 
cratic processes  do  not  record  what  is 
going  on  in  America.  They  never  have. 
They  never  will.  That  is  the  reason 
they  cannot  conduct  business  as  effi- 
ciently as  individual  citizens  can  in  their 
own  right. 


It  was  not  that  the  gentleman  wanted 
to  deceive  the  committee — not  at  all.  I 
would  be  the  last  person  to  indicate  that. 
But  it  showed  that  the  bureaucracy  did 
not  know  what  it  was  talking  about. 
The  bureaucracy  does  not  know  what  it 
is  talking  about  on  many  phases  of  this 
measure.  It  has  been  too  busy  promot- 
ing  a  larger  and  larger  program  instead 
of  administering  the  law  that  was  enact- 
ed, instead  of  adminstering  the  program 
that  came  about  by  a  mandate  of  Con- 
gress. 

The  reason  why  politicians  must  pour 
tens  of  thousands  of  dollars  into  a  prop- 
aganda group  to  advocate  the  program, 
and  the  reason  why  that  proposal  failed 
to  pass  in  previous  Congresses,  is  that 
the  American  people  do  not  want  it.  I 
challenge  anyone  within  my  hearing  to 
go  out  and  inquire  of  the  first  100  people 
he  meets  "Do  you  think  that  the  young, 
the  middle  aged — which  includes  the 
poor,  the  people  who  are  raising  chil- 
dren, paying  for  homes,  and  paying  their 
own  medical  bills — should  be  taxed  on 
the  very  first  dollar  that  they  earn  to 
pay  the  hospital  bill  of  someone  else  who 
is  better  able  to  pay  it?"  If  one  does 
so,  he  will  come  back  with  the  majority 
of  answers,  "No,  we  are  not  for  such  a 
program."  That  is  the  reason  the  pro- 
posal has  floundered  for  years.  The 
American  people  do  not  want  it.  It  is 
because  the  bureaucratic  mind  is  behind 
the  times. 

I  call  the  attention  of  Senators  to 
some  testimony  in  the  hearings  that 
were  conducted.  I  refer  to  page  670  of 
the  hearings,  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Paul 
D.  Hill,  past  president  of  the  Indiana 
State  and  Indianapolis  Associations  of 
Health  Underwriters. 

I  shall  not  read  all  of  his  testimony, 
but  referring  to  the  cost  of  the  program, 
Mr.  Hill  said: 

How  about  cost  projections?  In  1949, 
the  estimate  was  made  that  social  security 
benefits  would  reach  $12  billion  per  year  in 
1999.  They  reached  that  amount  in  1961, 
38  years  ahead  of  schedule. 

In  other  words,  it  was  stated  that  in 
51  years  they  would  reach  a  certain  level. 
They  reached  that  level  in  13  years. 

Then  Mr.  Hill  asked  the  question: 

Are  projections  about  the  cost  of  a  medi- 
care program  likely  to  be  much  better? 

The  University  of  Michigan  Survey  Re- 
search Center  completed  a  survey  of  the  fi- 
nancial condition  of  older  folks  in  1962.  It 
showed  that  people  65  and  over  are  actually 
better  off,  financially,  than  any  other  age 
group  in  our  Nation. 

That  is  understandable.  Their  chil- 
dren have  been  educated.  They  may 
have  saved  a  little.  In  all  probability 
their  homes  are  paid  for.  They  are  no 
longer  paying  for  life  insurance. 

Continuing  to  read  from  Mr.  Hill's 
testimony : 

Some  time  ago — I  have  not  given  you  the 
exact  year  there,  I  am  not  sure  whether  it 
was  1961  or  1962 — the  Conference  of  Catho- 
lic Charities  conducted  a  survey  of  the  fi- 
nancial condition  of  older  folks  among  what 
the  conference  itself  described  as  "lower 
middle  income"  parishes,  in  St.  Louis,  Cleve- 
land, and  Buffalo. 

When  asked  who  would  pay  for  hospitali- 
zation if  it  were  necessary,  over  80  percent 


of  all  those  surveyed  said  they  had  hospitali- 
zation insurance,  savings,  or  potential  help 
from  children  or  other  relatives. 

I  have  personally  visited  with  a  number 
of  hospital  administrators  about  this  prob- 
lem. And  without  exception,  they  report 
that  the  age  group  from  which  they  have 
the  most  trouble  collecting  hospital  bills  is 
not  older  people — but  young  married  people 
who  are  in  debt  for  babies,  houses,  automo- 
biles, TV  sets,  and  so  forth. 

He  could  well  have  added  educating 
their  children  and  paying  for  their  own 
education. 

Continuing  to  read  from  Mr.  Hill's 
testimony: 

Now  let's  talk  for  just  a  moment  about 
the  thinking  of  people  around  the  country. 
First,  I  would  like  to  mention  the  surveys 
taken  by  your  colleagues  in  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

We  know  that  the  bill  has  never  gotten 
very  far  in  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Every  Member  of  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives must  face  his  constituents 
every  2  years.  A  Representative  must 
keep  abreast  of  what  the  people  desire, 
or  someone  else  will  be  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  in  his  place.  Is  it  not 
significant  that  the  House  has  never 
passed  the  bill?  Is  it  not  significant  that 
no  committee  in  the  House  has  ever 
recommended  the  proposed  legislation? 
They  know  what  the  people  want.  The 
legislative  House  which  is  a  little  further 
removed  from  the  people  has  made  the 
error  of  constantly  bringing  up  something 
that  the  people  do  not  desire;  and  at  one 
time  came  within  a  vote  or  two  of  pass- 
ing it. 

Returning  to  Mr.  Hill's  testimony: 

We  know  you  are  already  familiar  with 
them,  but  anything  that  so  closely  reflects 
the  thinking  of  the  American  people  should 
certainly  be  included  in  these  hearings. 

In  52  polls  taken  among  their  constituents 
by  Congressmen  in  1961  and  1962,  a  majority 
of  those  replying  were  against  King-Ander- 
son-type legislation  in  33  instances;  in  only 
19  instances  out  of  52  were  they  in  favor. 

Through  July  30,  1964,  single  choice,  "yes 
or  no"  polls  taken  by  Members  of  the  88th 
Congress  totaled  51.  In  only  9  of  the  51  did 
the  largest  percentage  of  those  responding 
favor  the  social  security  approach. 

In  addition,  seven  "multiple  choice"  polls, 
attempting  to  discover  what  method  people 
preferred  for  paying  hospital  bills  for  the 
needy  aged,  were  taken. 

In  not  one  did  a  majority  of  those  re- 
sponding favor  a  social  security  approach. 
All  of  you  on  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
are,  we  recognize,  already  familiar  with  these 
figures. 

Then  he  went  on  to  say : 

Mr.  Hill.  We  believe  that  one  other  sta- 
tistic should  be  mentioned.  The  Kerr-Mills 
law  is  now  in  operation  in  37  States,  plus  the 
District  of  Columbia,  Guam,  Puerto  Rico,  and 
the  Virgin  Islands.  More  States  are  passing 
laws  to  implement  that  program  every  leg- 
islative year. 

Just  one  more  poll.  When  I  learned  I  was 
coming  here,  I  decided  that  it  might  be  of 
benefit  to  this  committee  if  I  brought  you 
the  latest  thinking  of  the  people  of  Indiana. 
So  I  asked  1  of  the  12  radio  stations  in 
Indianapolis  to  ask  the  following  question 
on  one  of  their  public  service  programs, 
with  answers  to  be  sent  to  me. 

The  question  was  used  on  an  evening  pro- 
gram on  Thursday  and  Frid'ay,  August  6  and 
7,  and  on  Monday,  August  10.  To  be  tabu- 
lated, an  opinion  had  to  be  in  the  mail  on 
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Tuesday,  August  11,  so  that  I  would  have  It 
the  next  day. 

In  so  short  a  time,  I  believe  you  will  agree 
the  number  of  replies  is  amazing,  particu- 
larly when  you  consider  that  the  question 
was  on  radio  3  times  on  only  1  station  out  of 
12,  and  that  people  had  to  compose  their  own 
letters,  postcards,  and  telegrams  after  hear- 
ing the  program,  and  that  people  acted  purely 
on  a  voluntary  basis.  The  question  was 
worded  in  as  unbiased  a  manner  as  it  could 
be: 

Do  you  favor  the  present  Kerr-Mills  law, 
which  is  a  Federal-State  cooperative  law 
which  pays  all  medical  bills  for  people  65  and 
over  who  cannot  pay  their  own,  or  do  you 
favor  a  compulsory  approach  under  social 
security  which  would  cover  everyone  over 
65? 

People  were  asked  to  send  their  replies  di- 
rectly to  me  at  my  home. 
The  results : 

Total  number  expressing  an  opinion..  325 
Total  number  in  favor  of  King-Ander- 
son-type legislation   3 

Total  opposed  to  all  social  programs  or 

in  favor  of  Kerr-Mills  legislation  322 

Percent  favoring  King-Anderson   1 

Percent  favoring  Kerr-Mills   99 

It  is  quite  understandable  that  these 
polls  should  be  as  they  are.  I  am  not  an 
individual  who  believes  that  every  com- 
plicated question  can  be  accurately  de- 
cided by  a  poll.  It  is  hard  to  take  a 
complicated  issue  and  boil  it  down  to  a 
question  that  is  easy  to  answer  one  way 
or  the  other.  Nevertheless,  I  believe  that 
polls  have  some  value;  and  when  polls  are 
taken  by  the  House  of  Representatives, 
when  there  is  a  poll  by  radio,  and  when 
all  the  others  come  forward,  in  a  major- 
ity of  cases,  with  the  same  answer,  it  in- 
dicates that  the  American  people  are  not 
asking  for  an  enlargement  of  the  social 
security  program  and  for  an  increase  of 
social  security  taxes  to  pay  hospital  bills 
for  people  who  do  not  need  it. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  REQUEST 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  am  very  happy  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  -af- 
ter consultation  with  the  distinguished 
minority  leader  and  other  interested  Sen- 
ators, I  should  like  to  propound  a  unani- 
mous-consent request,  namely,  that  the 
vote  on  the  pending  amendment  occur 
at  2  o'clock  tomorrow  afternoon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
withhhold  my  request. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  in- 
vite the  attention  of  Senators  to  the  fact 
that  in  the  copy  of  the  hearings  on  each 
Senator's  desk  is  a  loose  leaf  erratum 
sheet.  For  some  reason  or  another, 
some  part  of  the  testimony  did  not  ap- 
pear in  the  printed  hearings.  The  er- 
ratum sheet  recites  that  on  page  74,  line 
5,  certain  parts  of  Secretary  Celebrezze's 
reply  to  the  chairman  were  omitted  from 
his  answer. 

The  chairman  asked  if  he  was  in  favor 
of  the  Mills  bill — that  is,  the  bill  sent 
over  from  the  House — and  the  Gore  or 
Ribicoff  amendment  in  addition. 

The  stenographic  record  shows: 

I  favor  both,  providing  we  can  bring  both 
within  the  reasonable  limitations  of  the  tax 
structure. 


When  the  hearings  were  printed,  in 
that  place  as  well  as  another  place,  the 
words  "providing  we  can  bring  both  with- 
in the  reasonable  limitations  of  the  tax 
structure"  were  omitted — which  again 
shows  the  confusion  about  the  cost  of 
the  program  and  how  much  the  social 
security  taxes  would  amount  to,  and  in- 
dicates the  need  for  further  and  deeper 
cost  studies  before  we  embark  upon  a 
program  that  is  permanent.  It  is  not  a 
5-year  or  a  1-year  or  a  10-year  program. 
Congress  will  enact  something  that  the 
American  people  will  rely  upon  and  for 
which  they  will  pay  taxes  over  the  years 
to  come. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  to  make  the 
record  abundantly  clear,  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  sheet  I  have  re- 
ferred to  as  the  erratum  sheet  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sheet 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Erratum  Sheet — Hearings  Held  by  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance  on  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964,  August  6,  7,  10,  11, 
12,  13,  and  14,  1964 

On  page  74,  line  5,  part  of  Secretary  Cele- 
brezze's reply  to  the  chairman  was  omitted 
in  the  printed  hearings.  The  first  sentence 
of  his  reply  should  read  as  follows: 

"Secretary  Celebrezze.  I  favor  both,  pro- 
viding we  can  bring  both  within  the  reason- 
able limitations  of  the  tax  structure." 

On  page  74,  line  10,  another  part  of  Secre- 
tary Celebrezze's  reply  to  the  chairman  was 
omitted  in  the  printed  hearings.  The  second 
sentence  in  the  paragraph  should  read  as 
follows: 

"Secretary  Celebrezze.  *  *  *  I  favor  both 
the  increase  and  the  King-Anderson  ap- 
proach, providing  we  can  keep  it,  provided 
this  committee  can  keep  it  within  a  reason- 
able tax  base." 

On  page  87,  line  35,  Secretary  Celebrezze's 
reply  is  incorrectly  recorded  in  the  printed 
record  of  the  hearings.  The  verbatim  reply 
is  shown  below: 

"Secretary  Celebrezze.  In  my  opinion,  if 
you  passed  the  Mills  bill  and  stlU  stayed 
within  the  barrier  of  not  breaking  the  10 
percent,  then  you  will  never  get  medical  care 
for  the  aged  and  stay  within  the  10  percent." 

On  page  98,  after  line  42,  the  following 
replies  to  Senator  Carlson's  question  were 
omitted  in  the  printed  record: 

"Mr.  Ball.  Yes,  about  another  million  and 
a  half. 

"Mr.  Myers.  No,  a  million  and  a  half  to- 
tal." 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield  the 
floor  to  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
for  such  purposes  as  he  may  choose,  in- 
cluding a  quorum  call,  and  that  there- 
after I  may  again  have  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.    Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 
'  The    PRESIDING    OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
a  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


unanimous-consent  agreement  limiting  de- 
bate ON  THE  PENDING  GORE  AMENDMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  vote  on 
the  pending  amendment  occur  at  2 
o'clock  tomorrow  afternoon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  time  be 
divided  equally  between  the  majority  and 
minority  leaders. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  unanimous-consent  request,  later 
reduced  to  writing,  is  as  follows: 

Ordered,  That  the  Senate  proceed  to  vote 
at  2  p.m.  on  September  2,  1964,  on  the  pend- 
ing Amendment  No.  1256,  by  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  to  the  amend- 
ment by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long],  with  the  time  for  debate  between  12 
noon  and  2  pjn.  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  majority  and  minority 
leaders,  respectively. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OP  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide child's  insurance  benefits  beyond 
age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's 
benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis, 
to  provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals 
not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  im- 
prove the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  (No.  1256)  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  to 
the  amendment  (No.  1254)  proposed  by 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long], 
for  himself  and  other  Senators,  upon 
which  there  is  a  limitation  of  debate  and 
control  of  time. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Montana  de- 
sire to  yield  time? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  myself  1  minute  in  order  to  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  call  for  the 
quorum  be  charged  against  the  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  yielded  myself  I  minute  to  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum  on  my  own 
time. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Without  objection,  it  is  so  or- 
dered, and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  may  be  rescinded. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore.   Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  in  di- 
viding the  2  hours  before  2  o'clock  p.m., 
I  believe  the  request  was  that  it  be  di- 
vided equally  between  the  two  leaders. 

The  distinguished  majority  leader  will 
turn  his  time  over  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana [Mr.  Long]  is  not  only  the  rank- 
ing member  on  the  committee  but  he  is 
also  the  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill, 
and  I  therefore  believe  that  it  is  only 
appropriate  that  I  turn  the  time  over  to 
him.  He  will  honor  the  requests  which 
have  been  made. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  15  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Allott]  . 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Colorado  is 
recognized  for  15  minutes. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  4  years 
ago,  the  conference  report  of  the  Kerr- 
Mills  Medical  Assistance  for  the  Aged  Act 
was  adopted  by  this  body.  Our  President 
was  among  those  supporting  the  meas- 
ure. The  vast  majority  of  Senators  who 
presently  make  up  this  body  supported 
this  measure.   We  are  now  asked  to  be- 


lieve, as  indeed  we  were  2  years  ago,  that 
the  action  we  took  on  that  day  in  1960 
was  ill  considered,  not  worthy  of  imple- 
mentation and  trial.  It  should  not  be 
too  surprising,  I  suppose,  that  we  are 
again  asked  to  repudiate  our  action  of 
1960,  when  we  consider  the  singular  lack 
of  enthusiasm  with  which  the  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
has  promoted  the  implementation  of  the 
program  by  the  States.  It  will  be  re- 
called that  under  the  terms  of  the  Kerr- 
Mills  Act,  the  Secretary  was  instructed 
to  file  an  implementation  report  with  the 
Congress  not  later  than  March  15,  1962. 
Senators  may  recall  an  exchange  between 
Representative  John  E.  Fogarty  and 
representatives  of  the  Department,  which 
portrays  the  lack  of  enthusiasm  I  men- 
tioned. 

At  this  point,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  an  excerpt  from  the  House  hear- 
ings before  the  subcommittee  on  HEW 
appropriations,  January  30,  1962,  just  44 
days  before  the  report  was  due,  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Reference  to  Appropriate  House  Hearings 
Before  the  Subcommittee  on  HEW  Ap- 
propriations, January  30,  1962 — Part  I 
Pages  104  and  105: 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  What  did  Mr.  Kent  [works 
for  the  Secretary,  studying  the  Conference 
recommendation  and  developing  legislation 
to  carry  them  out]  originally  ask  of  the  Bu- 
reau of  the  Budget? 

"Mr.  Kelly.  In  his  supplemental  request? 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  Yes. 

"Mr.  Kelly.  I  am  going  to  have  to  act  from 
memory,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  memory  is  we 
went  over  there  with  a  request  for  21  addi- 
tional positions,  and  we  came  up  to  the  Con- 
gress with  a  request  for  18  positions.  And 
we  have  an  operating  plan  for  utilizing  14 
of  those  jobs  that  the  Congress  gave  us, 
and  we  are  requesting  3  additional  positions 
in  1963. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  How  much  did  you  get;  how 
much  did  the  Congress  give  in  that  supple- 
mental last  year? 

"Mr.  Kelly.  They  gave  us  the  whole  18 
positions  as  requested. 

"Mr.  Cohen.  Yes.  I  think  $145,000,  if  I 
recall  correctly. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  And  how  much  of  it  was  put 
in  reserve,  if  any? 

"Mr.  Kelly.  Well,  I  know  it  was  four  posi- 
tions. I  do  not  recall  the  amount.  But  out 
of  the  18  positions,  4  were  withheld. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  Percentagewise,  that  is  a 
pretty  good  clip. 

"Mr.  Kelly.  Yes,  sir.  We  had  to  save  eight 
jobs  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary.  Four  of 
them  were  in  the  special  staff  on  aging. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  Four  out  of  eighteen? 

"Mr.  Cohen.  I  think,  while  there  is  a  tre- 
mendous need  there,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might 
say  I  worked  with  Mr.  Kent  on  trying  to 
recruit  some  of  these  people  ■ 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  I  understand  he  has  had 
problems.  But  I  think  I  am  going  to  find 
the  same  fault  I  found  with  everybody  over 
the  past  10  or  12  years.  I  do  not  think  you 
are  going  fast  enough  or  far  enough." 

Pages  105  and  106: 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  You  gave  me  a  breakdown 
but  I  have  forgotten.  About  how  many  peo- 
ple have  been  added  to  the  special  staff  on 
aging,  and  when  were  they  added? 

"Mr.  Cohen.  I  have  here  the  two  additional 
people  in  the  information  branch  reporting 
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to  duty  on  January  29.  One  person  has  been 
recruited  to  the  field  operations  branch,  re- 
porting to  duty  in  February.  A  fourth  per- 
son on  research  and  training  branch  has  been 
recruited  and  reporting  to  duty  in  March. 

"Those  are  the  four  professional  positions 
In  the  increase. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  What  year  are  you  talking 
about? 

"Mr.  Cohen.  This  year,  sir.    Right  now. 
"Mr.  Fogarty.  January  29,  you  mean  yes- 
terday? 

"Mr.  Cohen.  Yes,  sir.  Reported  to  duty 
yesterday.   That  is  January  29 — two  of  them. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  Well,  I  would  not  brag 
about  that  kind  of  action,  would  you? 

"Secretary  Ribicoff.  Well,  it  is  pretty  hard 
to  find  people  sometimes. " 

Pages  106  and  107: 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  What  are  you  going  to  do, 
give  up? 

"Mr.  Cohen.  No,  sir. 

"Secretary  Ribicoff.  We  are  keeping  on  try- 
ing. 

"Mr.  Cohen.  We  are  keeping  on  trying. 
Mr.  Kent  is  going  ahead.  I  talked  to  him 
several  times. 

"And  we  have  now  prepared  a  position 
description  for  each  of  these  positions  and 
we  are  advertising  them  and  circularizing  so 
we  can  see  if  we  cannot  get  some  more  people 
interested  in  them.  I  think  there  is  a  great 
need  in  this  area,  and  I  would  hope  we  could 
expand  it. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  That  is  what  I  was  hoping 
for,  too,  when  Mr.  Kent  was  named.  I  do  not 
see  that  he  is  doing  much  better  than  those 
before  him.  There  is,  and  has  been,  a  lot  of 
talk  about  this  for  years  as  you  well  know. 

"You  have  been  talking  about  It,  but  as 
of  today,  January  30,  nothing  much  has  been 
accomplished  with  that  supplementary  ap- 
propriation. That  is  a  fair  statement,  is  it 
not? 

"But  the  White  House  Conference  came  up 
with  about  600  recommendations,  and  how 
many  of  those  recommendations  have  been 
put  into  effect? 

"There  was  a  lot  of  talk  at  that  conference 
about  a  blueprint  for  action. 

"Mr.  Cohen.  What  we  have  done,  of 
course,  has  been  a  continual  exploration  of 
this  problem.  Over  on  the  Senate  side,  in 
connection  with  the  Senate  hearings,  we  have 
moved  wherever  there  were  some  legislative 
recommendations. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  Was  there  ever  an  advisory 
committee  appointed? 

"Secretary  Ribicoff.  No.  An  advisory  com- 
mittee has  not  yet  been  officially  appointed, 
but>—- 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  I  think  last  August  was  the 
last  time  I  talked  with  you. 
"Mr.  Cohen.  Yes. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  And  you  told  me  it  was 
right  around  the  corner. 

"Mr.  Cohen.  We  have  been  clearing  the 
people  and  discussing  them.  I  would  hope 
that  we  can  formally  appoint  them  very 
shortly. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  What  do  you  call  'shortly'; 
a  month  from  now  or  next  year? 

"Mr  Cohen.  Before  the  end  of  this  year. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  The  fiscal  year  or  the  calen- 
dar year? 

"Mr.  Cohen.  Fiscal  year." 

Page  107: 

"Mr  Fogarty.  What  happened  to  the  Fed- 
eral Council  on  Aging? 

"Mr.  Cohen.  The  Federal  Council  on  Aging 
has  been  more  or  less  inactive,  and  I  think 
it  is  Mr.  Kent's  intent  to  reactivate  the  Fed- 
eral Council. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  There  is  nothing  being  done 
now,  is  there?  They  have  not  met  in  a 
long  time? 

"Mr.  Cohen.  I  think  we  have  had  one 
meeting.  I  think  there  has  been  one  pre- 
paratory or  one  planning  meeting  to  see  what 
they  worked  out." 


Pages  108  and  109: 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  Well,  the  thing  I  am  after 
and  have  been  after  for  10  or  12  years  is 
action. 

"I  was  just  amazed  to  find  that  the  first 
man  hired  under  last  year's  supplemental 
appropriation  was  put  on  yesterday." 

Page  109: 

"Mr.  Laird.  You  have  been  passing  that 
money  around,  though.  You  have  been 
looking  for  anybody  who  would  like  to  do 
a  little  consulting  work,  have  you  not? 

"Secretary  Ribicoff.  I  have  not.  I  know 
Mr.  Kent  is  sincere  and  hard  working  and  a 
self-starter:  and  I  have  the  utmost  faith 
in  him.  If  you  give  Kent  a  reasonable  pe- 
riod of  time,  he  will  have  a  staff  that  you 
will  be  proud  of,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  I 
would  like  to  see  where  Mr.  Kent  stands 
next  September,  frankly. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  You  call  a  reasonable 
length  of  time — — 

"Secretary  Ribicoff.  Well,  I  would  say 
that  the  moneys  available  in  October,  I 
would  like  to  see  the  results  next  Septem- 
ber 1. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  How  long  has  Mr.  Kent 
been  on  the  job?  How  long  has  he  been 
in  office? 

"Mr.  Cohen.  I  think  he  came  something 
like  July  1.  *  *  *  As  the  Secretary  stated,  I 
hope  you  will  wait  until  he  has  an  oppor- 
tunity to  appear  before  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  Oh,  I  will.  He  will  be 
given  every  opportunity,  of  course.  He  will 
not  be  shut  off.  He  can  talk  as  long  as  he 
wants  to. 

"But  from  what  I  already  know,  I  am 
still  afraid  I  am  going  to  be  disappointed 
in  the  action  so  far." 

Pages  1084  and  1085: 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  We  thought  this  was  a  real 
important  program  last  summer.  When 
you  asked  for  a  supplemental  appropriation 
we  were  led  to  believe  it  was  necessary  and 
needed.  In  fact,  I  thought  more  was 
needed. 

"Now '  tell  us  what  you  have  done  with 
these  funds. 

"Dr.  Kent.  At  present,  on  our  supplemen- 
tal, we  have  14  positions — 7  professional, 
and  7  clerical.  The  7  clerical  were  easy  to 
fill  and  we  filled  5.  We  have  not  filled  the 
other  2  because  we  will  wait  until  we  have 
the  complement  of  professionals.  In  terms 
of  professionals,  we  have  filled  4;  for  2  more 
we  have  tentative  acceptances  and  2  that 
we  are  negotiating  for,  which  includes  1 
vacancy  on  the  regular  staff. 

"Mr.  Fogarty.  You  think  you  have  done 
as  well  as  you  could  but  I  think  a  better  job 
could  have  been  done.  I  think  if  I  were 
in  your  position,  when  you  came  down  here 
last  summer,  that  I  would  have  known  that 
these  jobs  were  hard  to  come  by.  There  is 
a  general  impression  around  from  the 
groups  that  I  have  talked  to,  and  I  have 
talked  to  a  great  number  of  them,  that 
there  is  no  real  program  in  aging.  Every 
group  that  I  have  talked  to  has  been  dis- 
appointed in  the  lack  of  action  to  initiate 
one." 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  in- 
vite the  attention  of  Senators  to  the  very 
fine  statement  made  by  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Mundt]  before  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  No- 
vember 19,  1963,  regarding  what  he 
termed  "foot  dragging"  in  the  Depart- 
ment's efforts  to  implement  Kerr-Mills, 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
statement  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state- 
ment was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

My  primary  purpose  in  testifying  today  is 
to  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Ways  and 


Means  Committee  barriers  and  obstacles 
which  have  placed  in  the  path  of  implement- 
ing the  Kerr-Mills  program,  Public  Law  86- 
778,  In  my  State  of  South  Dakota  and  in 
other  areas  as  well.  I  think  your  contem- 
plation of  this  situation  is  vital  because  of 
the  testimony  that  will  likely  be  presented 
during  there  hearings  that  Kerr-Mills  has 
not  met  the  problem  of  providing  medical 
assistance  to  the  older  citizens  of  this  coun- 
try who  have  need  for  such  assistance.  I 
am  convinced  that  when  full  implementa- 
tion of  Kerr-Mills  is  completed  and  each  of 
the  several  States  has  had  the  experience 
of  several  years  of  administering  and  im- 
proving their  programs  with  the  full  and 
vigorous  assistance  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  which 
agency  is  charged  with  the  execution  of  the 
act,  then  and  only  then  can  the  final  deter- 
mination cf  success  or  failure  be  applied. 
Any  such  judgment  before  that  time,  is 
highly  premature. 

South  D.kota's  legislature  began  studying 
the  possibility  of  implementing  the  Federal 
law  in  its  1961  session  only  a  few  months 
after  the  enactment  of  the  Federal  act.  The 
legislature  initiated  a  study  through  its  Leg- 
islative Research  Council  to  determine  the 
need  and  scope  for  the  program  in  the  State. 
This  cautious  approach  approved  particu- 
larly valid  because  of  experiences  in  other 
predominantly  rural  States  which  initiated 
extensive  programs  only  to  face  difficulty 
later  in  working  out  scope  and  financial  sup- 
port. 

I  was  pleised  to  cooperate  with  the  South 
Dakota  Legislature  in  1963  when  they  decided 
to  adopt  their  rather  unique  approach  in 
solving  the  problem  of  providing  medical 
assistance  to  our  elder  citizens.  The  im- 
plementing legislation  provided  for  a  "pilot" 
program  to  determine  within  a  short  time, 
the  number  of  needy  persons,  the  extent  of 
their  need,  and  a  more  accurate  determina- 
tion of  the  cost  of  the  full  program.  The 
State  department  of  public  welfare  was  em- 
powered to  enter  into  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  prepaid  health  coverage  for  eli- 
gible individuals.  The  law  includes  a  pro- 
vision that  their  insurance  carrier  must  op- 
erate without  profit  or  loss.  The  prepay- 
ment aspect  of  the  plan  and  the  "pilot" 
program  will  curtail  high  administrative 
costs  of  this  medical  assistance  plan.  The 
State  legislature  acted  on  the  belief  that  it 
is  conforming  with  the  Kerr-Mills  Act,  Pub- 
lic Law  87-778  as  amended  by  section  122  of 
Public  Law  87-543. 

The  high  regard  I  have  for  the  Kerr-Mills 
approach  in  solving  the  problem  brings  me 
to  the  recent  report  of  the  Subcommitee  on 
Health  of  the  Elderly  to  the  Senate  Special 
Committee  on  Aging.  Frankly,  gentlemen, 
I  am  disturbed  at  what  I  consider  the  er- 
roneous conclusions  drawn  by  the  majority 
in  that  report.  For  just  a  few  minutes,  I 
should  like  to  dwell  on  several  points  in  that 
report. 

The  Senate  special  committee  report  ac- 
knowledges and  admits  that  the  Department 
of  HEW  should  attempt  to  help  the  suc- 
cessful implementation  of  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram at  the  State  level.  In  fact,  on  page  17, 
section  3,  it  is  stated,  "The  Department 
clearly  has  responsibility  to  assist  the  States 
in  implementing  the  enabling  legislation." 
It  goes  on  to  state,  "All  evidence  available 
indicates  that  the  Department  has  accepted 
and  fulfilled  that  responsibility  to  the  extent 
possible." 

Gentlemen,  it  is  my  contention  that  this 
last  statement  is  inaccurate.  It  is  my  inten- 
tion to  point  out  that  while  the  Congress 
clearly  obligated  the  Department  of  HEW 
in  administering  this  public  law,  to  provide 
constructive  assistance  to  the  States,  the 
exact  opposite  was  attempted  in  many  in- 
stances by  various  members  of  Department 
staf'. 
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The  Senate  committee  report  accuses  the 
States  of  "distortion  of  congressional  intent" 
in  some  of  the  medical  aid  for  the  aged  pro- 
grams which  have  been  implemented.  I  say 
the  Department  is  guilty  of  failing  to  carry 
out  congressional  intent,  by  a  program  of  (de- 
liberate sabotage  of  an  act  passed  by  this 
Congress  and  signed  by  the  President. 

First,  instead  of  disseminating  helpful  and 
constructive  information  to  the  public  about 
this  law,  staff  members  of  the  Department 
have,  on  many  occasions,  made  public  state- 
ments and  written  articles  in  which  the 
Kerr-Mills  law  was  maligned,  ridiculed,  and 
described  in  half-truths  and  false  generali- 
ties. 

For  instance,  Donald  Kent,  Ph.  D.,  of  the 
Department  staff  made  the  following  state- 
ments in  a  meeting  in  Springfield,  111.,  on 
April  7,  1962:  "Kerr-Mills  is  just  the  same 
old  relief  program  *  *  *  .  Relief  is  too  ex- 
pensive. *  *  *  I  believe  we  are  facing  the 
same  tired  old  proposition  that  some  people 
are  more  important  than  others  and  that 
we  shouldn't  worry  too  much  about  the  less 
important  ones." 

On  April  17,  1962,  Mr.  Ivan  Nestlngen, 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Department,  told  the 
Nashville,  Tenn.,  Sertoma  Club  that  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  was  not  working;  it  could 
not  do  the  job,  but  could  only  supplement 
the  King  bill.  He  said  "90  percent  of  the 
funds  being  spent  are  being  spent  in  the 
three  States  with  smallest  population." 

In  Madison,  Wis.,  on  March  31,  1962,  Mr. 
Wilbur  Cohen  stated  at  a  meeting  of  the 
Wisconsin  Committee  on  Health  Insurance 
for  the  Aged  Through  Social  Security  "There 
is  a  great  deal  more  to  fear  from  the  Kerr- 
Mills  bill  because  by  definition  it  is  socialized 
medicine  with  a  vengeance." 

Mr.  Phillip  H.  DesMarais,  Deputy  Assist- 
ant Secretary  of  HEW  addressed  a  group  in 
Hartford,  Conn.,  on  March  26,  1962,  and 
passed  out  literature  which  stated,  "Kerr- 
Mills  does  not  adequately  tarke  care  of  the 
near  needy  or  even  many  of  the  very  needy. 

"Means-test  medicine  in  many  cases  does 
not  let  you  choose  your  own  hospital  and 
doctor. 

"Means-test  medicine  can  mean  danger  to 
health  and  safety." 

Mr.  DesMarais  also  spoke  to  at  least  one 
other  group  on  the  same  subject.  That  was 
in  Chapel  Hill,  N.C.,  on  April  13,  1962. 

On  March  19,  in  Houston,  Tex.,  Mr. 
Nicholas  Zumas,  Assistant  Under  Secretary, 
held  a  similar  meeting. 

In  my  own  State,  in  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak., 
a  workshop  conference  was  held  on  April  6, 
1962,  at  which  Mr.  Dean  Coston,  Special  As- 
sistant to  the  Assistant  Secretary,  was  the 
featured  speaker.  The  important  feature  of 
this  meeting,  which  drew  only  about  30  peo- 
ple, was  that  it  was  open  only  to  persons 
who  opposed  Kerr-Mills  and  supported  King- 
Anderson.  Although  Mr.  Coston  was  appear- 
ing at  taxpayers'  expense,  the  chairman  of 
the  conference  stated  in  a  letter  dated  April 
2,  1962,  that  no  organization  could  send  a 
representative  unless  the  organization  sup- 
ported King-Anderson. 

And  on  April  25,  1963,  Mr.  Ivan  Nestingen 
spent  approximately  6  or  8  minutes  of  a  20- 
to  25-minute  talk  before  the  Chattanooga, 
Tenn.,  Rotary  Club  deriding  Kerr-Mills,  using 
such  phrases  as  "administrative  monstros- 
ity," "optical  illusions,"  and  "not  a  program 
which  a  great  nation  like  ours  can  be  proud 
of." 

Gentlemen,  in  these  stated  instances,  we 
have  public  servants,  paid  with  public  funds, 
traveling  at  public  expense,  going  about  the 
country  trying  to  destroy  public  confidence 
in  a  law  enacted  by  this  committee  and  the 
Congress.  Not  only  do  I  question  the  legality 
of  such  use  of  Government  funds,  but  I  be- 
lieve they  have  deliberately  distorted  the  in- 
tent of  this  committee  and  this  Congress. 

Now  let  me  turn  to  more  specific  attempts 
by  HEW  personnel  to  sabotage  Kerr-Mills. 


This  is  at  the  State  legislative  level  and  one 
instance  occurred  in  my  neighboring  State 
of  Iowa. 

Iowa  has  had  enabling  legislation  for  medi- 
cal aid  for  the  aged  since  1961,  but  at  the 
time  the  bill  passed,  no  funds  were  appro- 
priated. In  1963,  a  new  bill  was  introduced 
in  the  legislature  providing  that  those  eligi- 
ble for  old-age  assistance  benefits  would  not 
be  eligible  for  medical  aid  for  the  aged.  Be- 
fore this  bill  could  be  acted  upon,  HEW  wired 
the  Governor's  office  saying  the  provision  to 
exclude  old-age  assistance  recipients  "is  not 
acceptable." 

Gentlemen,  I  call  your  attention  again  to 
the  section  of  the  Senate  special  committee 
report  which  accuses  the  States  of  "distor- 
tion of  congressional  intent"  by  transferring 
old-age  assistance  recipients  to  medical  aid 
for  the  aged.  How  can  the  majority  report 
of  the  Senate  committee  condemn  this  prac- 
tice and  HEW  at  the  same  time  uphold  it  by 
refusing  to  accept  a  medical  aid  for  the  aged 
program  which  seeks  to  prevent  the  action? 
In  fact,  HEW  in  a  later  telegram  to  the  Iowa 
legislature  again  stated  that  approval  could 
not  be  given  to  a  program  which  denied 
assistance  to  persons  because  they  had  re- 
ceived old-age  assistance  benefits. 

The  story  of  HEW's  contradictory  state- 
ments to  Iowa  is  a  long  one  and  many  other 
examples  such  as  the  ones  just  mentioned 
can  be  documented  for  this  committee  if  it 
wishes.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  HEW  has  not 
carried  out  its  responsibility  of  assisting  in 
the  implementation  of  Kerr-Mills  in  Iowa. 

This  brings  me  to  a  similar  set  of  circum- 
stances in  my  own  State. 

The  story  of  HEW  delay  in  South  Dakota's 
case  is  most  distressing.  The  plan  sub- 
mitted by  the  South  Dakota  Department  of 
Public  Welfare  provided  that  the  State  would 
purchase  insurance  contracts  for  persons  over 
age  65  who  were  eligible  under  the  stand- 
ards established  by  State  law.  The  purpose 
of  the  insurance  approach  is  to  provide  for 
eligible  recipients  a  program  most  similar 
to  what  persons  with  greater  income  would 
secure  for  themselves.  Public  Law  86-778 
provides  for  the  insurance  mechanism  but  it 
becomes  obvious  that  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  been 
most  reluctant  to  see  it  used. 

Chronologically,  the  South  Dakota  story 
goes  like  this : 

During  both  the  1961  and  the  1963  legis- 
lative sessions,  Mr.  Alfred  Poe,  Kansas  City 
Regional  Office,  HEW,  met  with  State  welfare 
department  officials,  legislators,  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  vendors  of  health  services. 
He  was  appraised  of  every  draft  of  the  bill, 
its  amendments,  and  its  final  wording.  On 
February  11,  he  sat  in  on  a  joint  meeting  of 
the  State  senate  and  house  committees  on 
health  and  welfare,  the  welfare  commission, 
and  the  Governor,  and  made  statements  to 
the  effect  that  major  changes  would  have  to 
be  made  in  the  program  before  Federal  ap- 
proval would  be  forthcoming.1  Under  ques- 
tioning by  Governor  Gubbrud,  he  admitted 
that  there  was  actually  nothing  in  the  South 
Dakota  law  that  would  cause  it  to  be  turned 
down  but  there  were  questionable  areas  that 
would  require  elaboration. 

The  bill  was  signed  into  law  March  11, 
1963,  and  a  plan  submitted  by  the  State  wel- 
fare department  to  the  regional  HEW  office 
on  June  10.  According  to  a  statement  made 
by  the  State  director  of  public  welfare  at 
a  welfare  commission  meeting  in  Yankton, 
S.  Dak.,  on  August  29,  the  plan  was  mailed 
from  Kansas  City  to  Washington  on  June 
17.  On  June  28,  a  representative  of  the 
South  Dakota  State  Medical  Association  was 
told  at  a  meeting  of  HEW  personnel  that  the 
plan  had  not  as  yet  been  seen  in  Washington. 

In  August,  a  letter  was  transmitted  from 
the  Washington  office  of  HEW  to  Kansas  City, 
indicating  that  the  questions  posed  by  Mr. 


1  Associated  Press  dispatch,  Feb.  12,  1963. 


Poe  in  his  letter  of  transmittal  of  the  plan 
to  Washington  should  be  answered  before 
the  plan  was  approved.  The  questions  put 
to  the  South  Dakota  department  were  basi- 
cally the  same  points  already  discussed  on  the 
previous  occasion.  After  the  questions  were 
answered  by  the  State  department  of  public 
welfare  in  early  September,  no  further  word 
of  plan  approval  or  disapproval  was  evi- 
denced by  HEW. 

On  October  18,  a  representative  of  the 
South  Dakota  State  Medical  Association,  and 
the  State  director  of  public  welfare  met  with 
HEW  officials  in  Washington  at  which  time 
they  were  told  that  one  more  statement 
was  needed  from  the  South  Dakota  attor- 
ney general  before  approval  could  be  given. 
This  information  was  secured  and  relayed 
to  proper  personnel  in  the  Bureau  of  Family 
Affairs,  HEW,  on  October  24,  at  which  time 
the  medical  association  representative  was 
told  that  the  plan  would  go  to  the  Com- 
missioner for  decision  without  delay.  It 
seemed  that  this  timetable  would  be  fol- 
lowed when  information  was  given  to  Con- 
gressman Bek  Reipel,  on  October  25  that 
the  plan  would  receive  a  decision  "this 
week."  2  On  November  6,  Mr.  Reipel's  office 
was  told  that  the  material  was  in  the  hands 
of  general  counsel  and  would  go  to  the  Com- 
missioner soon  for  a  decision.  To  date,  no 
decision  has  been  made. 

To  the  elderly  in  South  Dakota  who  may 
have  need  of  such  a  program,  the  Depart- 
ment of  HEW  has  withheld  care  for  a  period 
of  6  months  which,  in  fact,  will  mean  a 
longer  delay  because  of  the  time  involved  in 
setting  up  the  mechanics  of  the  program 
after  approval. 

Can  any  other  conclusion  be  reached  than 
that  the  Department  has  been  deliberately 
delaying  approval  because  the  program 
might  well  prove  a  workable  design  for  the 
rest  of  the  Nation  to  emulate  thereby  weak- 
ening the  argument  for  H.R.  3920? 

ADMINISTRATIVE  COSTS 

I  would  also  like  to  refer  to  a  portion  of 
the  report  of  the  subcommittee  that  charges 
excessive  administrative  costs  in  the  opera- 
tion of  some  of  the  Kerr-Mills  programs. 

The  point  may  be  well  taken  that  Gov- 
ernment administrative  costs  are  high.  This 
does  not  exclude  Federal  Government  ad- 
ministrative costs  as  contsmplated  in  the 
social  security  approach.  This  is  precisely 
the  reason  that  the  South  Dakota  Legisla- 
ture wanted  the  claims  paying  function,  the 
statistical  function,  and  liaison  with  the 
vendors  of  care  maintained  by  nongovern- 
mental agencies  trained  and  equipped  to  do 
such  administration.  The  State  welfare  de- 
partment's contract  with  Blue  Cross  and 
Blue  Shield  obtains  the  services  of  two  or- 
ganizations which  have  combined  adminis- 
trative costs  in  acting  as  fiscal  agents  for 
South  Dakota's  old-age  assistance  program 
of  less  than  3  percent. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  Kansas  Blue 
Cross  and  Blue  Shield  offered  to  administer 
that  State's  OAA  and  MAA  programs  at  one- 
half  of  1  percent.  This  is  a  striking  illus- 
tration of  the  need  to  give  the  South  Dakota 
'  plan  an  opportunity  to  prove  itself. 

CONCLUSION 

It  has  been  said  before  this  committee  and 
in  countless  other  places  that  Kerr-Mills  is 
not  a  perfect  program  for  providing  the  Na- 
tion's elderly  with  health  care.  I  have  at- 
tempted to  show  why.  It  is  the  victim  of  a 
planned  program  of  interference  on  the  part 
of  the  Department  of  HEW,  King-Anderson 
supporters  in  the  Congress,  and  welfare 
workers  and  officials  at  the  State  and  county 
level.  These  people,  many  in  places  of  im- 
mense power,  have  used  every  means  at  their 
disposal  to  discredit  Kerr-Mills  in  the  eyes  of 
the  public,  to  confuse  State  legislatures  in 
their  attempts  to  enact  proper  programs,  and 


2  Associated  Press  story  dated  Oct.  29,  1963. 
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to  demean  potential  recipients  of  MAA  bene- 
fits with  meaningless  redtape  used  under  the 
guise  of  the  means  test.  How  could  any  pro- 
gram work  perfectly  with  this  kind  of  ham- 
stringing at  every  turn? 

Given  a  reasonable  chance  Kerr-Mills  can 
and  will  develop  into  a  mechanism  which 
will  answer  the  health  care  problem  for  every 
needy  aged  person  in  this  country.  But  time 
must  be  allowed.  Since  the  act  was  passed 
in  1960.  only  3  years  ago,  28  States  and  3 
other  jurisdictions  have  implemented  the  act 
and  have  it  in  operation.  Ten  other  States 
have  enacted  laws  which  will  become  effec- 
tive shortly  or  which  are  awaiting  approval 
of  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  Of  the  12  States  which  have  not 
passed  cooperating  legislation,  5  will  meet 
in  regular  session  early  next  year  with 
the  opportunity  of  acting.  In  the  State  of 
Texas,  the  electorate  voted  on  the  ninth  of 
this  month  to  remove  constitutional  bar- 
riers so  the  legislature  can  act  in  its  next 
session  to  implement  Kerr-Mills  in  that  State. 
As  a  matter  of  record,  only  3  of  the  50 
States  have  done  nothing  at  all.  This  is  a 
highly  enviable  record  when  it  is  realized 
that  since  1960  Congress  has  always  had 
legislation  pending  which  would  establish 
the  social-security-oriented  program  and  the 
possibility  has  thus  existed  that  any  State 
medical  assistance  program  with  its  com- 
mitted State  funds  might  quickly  be  super- 
seded. 

I  urge  the  Committee  to  consider  this  prob- 
lem carefully  before  enacting  a  compulsory 
program  of  compulsory  health  insurance  at- 
tached to  the  social  security  program. 
"Medicare"  is  a  gross  misnomer  for  this  ap- 
proach because  it  provides  no  medical  care  at 
all.  It  is  simply  a  very  inadequate  and  par- 
tial program  of  hospital  insurance  and  cer- 
tain other  limited  services  and  does  not  give 
the  aged  or  the  needy  the  kind  of  care  that 
they  require.  The  Kerr-Mills  Act,  on  the 
other  hand,  recognizes  that  after  retirement 
one  may  have  a  variety  of  ailments  and  so 
it  provides  for  doctors  and  surgeons,  and 
hospitalization,  and  nursing  and  drugs,  and 
dental  benefits. 

The  reason  Kerr-Mills  can  give  a  more 
adequate  protection  against  a  compulsory 
universal  program  is  simple.  This  medicare 
program,  being  compulsory,  requires  that 
it  be  available  to  everybody  so  it  is  avail- 
able to  the  wealthy  as  well  as  to  those  who 
don't  need  it  at  all  instead  of  limiting  it  to 
those  people  who  require  assistance  at  the 
time  of  an  ailment  in  old  age. 

Another  reason  the  compulsory  medicare 
concept  is  wrong  is  that  it  does  nothing 
whatsoever  to  protect  the  young  family  dur- 
ing its  working  years.  It  requires  them  to 
pay  a  tax  sometimes  as  long  as  45  years  on 
the  gamble  that  maybe  after  age  65  they 
will  need  some  health  benefits  and  on  the 
improbable  hope  that  nothing  will  happen 
to  the  family  until  that  time. 

In  addition,  past  history  assures  us  that 
social  security  taxes  will  continue  to  rise 
sharply.  No  one  can  foretell  with  any  de- 
gree of  accuracy  the  upper  limits  of  that  in- 
crease. 

Originally,  the  social  security  tax  was  set 
at  1  percent  each  on  the  employer  and  the 
employee  on  the  first  $3,000  of  annual  wages. 
Now  it  is  3%  percent  each  on  income  up  to 
$4,800.  The  tax  on  the  self-employed  has 
risen  during  the  same  period  from  2V4  per- 
cent of  the  first  $3,600  of  income  to  5.4  per- 
cent on  the  first  $4,800.  For  many  taxpay- 
ers, the  social  security  tax  already  takes  a 
bigger  bite  out  of  income  than  the  Federal 
income  tax.  Even  without  the  enactment  of 
medicare,  the  tax  rate  must  be  increased  to 
provide  for  an  actuarially  sound  trust  ac- 
count. By  1968,  the  employee-employer 
total  tax  will  be  9.25  percent.  Estimates 


based  on  actual  claim  experience  of  insur- 
ance companies  indicate  that  within  6  years 
the  estimated  cost  of  the  program  will  re- 
quire a  Joint  tax  on  a  $5,000  income  of  11 
percent.  This  estimate  is  based  on  present 
benefits  provided  by  the  pending  legislation. 
Once  enacted  there  is  little  question  that 
pressures  would  be  engendered  to  expand 
the  scope  of  the  program,  increase  the  bene- 
fits, provide  for  longer  period  of  time,  and  to 
lower  the  age  limit.  All  this  would  of  course 
substantially  increase  the  wage  tax  and  the 
employers  tax  for  all  American  workers. 

There  Is  another  feature  of  the  compulsory 
wage  tax  and  the  corresponding  tax  upon 
employers  for  the  limited  health  services 
proposed  by  the  King-Anderson  bill  which  I 
strongly  dislike.  That  is  the  fact  that  this 
would  be  a  system  of  regressive  taxation  for 
health  purposes  entirely  violating  the  con- 
cepts of  progressive  taxation  which  have  so 
long  served  us  so  well  in  the  field  of  income 
taxes.  In  short,  the  health  tax  would  en- 
tirely ignore  and  violate  the  ability-to-pay 
concept  of  taxation.  It  would  in  fact  tax 
the  very  poor  and  the  very  rich  at  precisely 
the  same  tax  rates  on  that  first  important 
segment  of  their  annual  income  which  serves 
as  the  tax  base.  For  some  Americans,  for  ex- 
ample, their  entire  income  would  be  subject 
to  this  new  tax  grab  while  for  the  wealthy 
and  the  well-to-do,  by  far  the  larger  per- 
centage of  their  income  would  be  exempt 
from  any  health-tax  assessments  or  pay- 
ments. In  many  ways  this  proposed  Federal 
health  tax  is  far  more  unjust  to  those  with 
marginal  incomes  than  would  be  a  Federal 
sales  tax  which  some  are  now  proposing  in 
lieu  of  Federal  income  taxes. 

Another  important  consideration  which 
seems  to  me  to  argue  against  the  compulsory 
social  security  approach  is  that  in  establish- 
ing such  a  program  we  are  taking  an  irre- 
versible step.  I  say  irreversible  because  we 
will  be  requiring  people  to  pay  taxes  to  a  pro- 
gram from  which  they  cannot  benefit  until 
age  65  so,  once  started,  it  would  be  exceed- 
ingly difficult  to  discontinue.  To  take  such 
a  step  at  this  stage  strikes  me  as  very  unwise. 
We  are  venturing  into  an  entirely  new  area 
so  far  as  the  Government  is  concerned.  We 
cannot  predict  with  accuracy  at  this  point 
what  problems  and  difficulties  will  be  en- 
countered. This  being  the  case  it  seems  to 
me  that  any  program  established  should  be 
highly  flexible  so  that  it  can  be  easily  modi- 
fied to  meet  unexpected  problems  which  are 
bound  to  arise.  From  this  standpoint  the 
pending  proposal  would  be  most  unsatis- 
factory. 

I  urge  the  committee  to  ponder  well  this 
extremely  important  and  far-reaching  and 
irreversible  decision  and  I  strongly  urge  suf- 
ficient time  for  the  Kerr-Mills  Act  to  be 
tested  in  the  laboratory  of  life  so  that  its 
true  worth  can  be  examined  and  evaluated. 
Until  that  is  done,  I  strongly  urge  this  com- 
mittee and  the  Congress  not  to  take  the  irre- 
versible step  of  meeting  the  King-Anderson 
bill. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  in  spite 
of  all  the  "foot  dragging"  and  roadblocks, 
a  report  of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  for  the  period 
June  1  to  30,  1964,  indicates  that  of 
the  54  jurisdictions  eligible  under  Kerr- 
Mills,  37  now  have  the  program  in  opera- 
tion, and  46  jurisdictions  have  enacted 
authorizing  legislation.  Only  eight  juris- 
dictions still  require  legislation  to  put 
Kerr-Mills  in  operation. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  the 
report  to  which  I  have  referred  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 


Report  for  Period  June  1  to  June  30,  1964, 
Activities  of  the  54  Jurisdictions  To  Put 
Into  Effect  the  Program  of  Medical  As- 
sistance for  the  Aged 

A.  Program  in  effect,  37  jurisdictions:  Ala- 
bama, Arkansas,  California,  Connecticut, 
District  of  Columbia,  Florida,  Guam,  Ha- 
waii, Idaho,  Illinois,  Iowa,  Kansas,1  Ken- 
tucky, Louisiana,  Maine,  Maryland,  Massa- 
chusetts, Michigan,  Nebraska,  New  Hamp- 
shire, New  Jersey,  New  York,  North  Da- 
kota, Oklahoma,  Oregon,  Pennsylvania, 
Puerto  Rico,  South  Carolinia,  South  Da- 
kota, Tennessee,  Utah,  Vermont,  Virgin 
Islands.  Virginia,  Washington,  West  Vir- 
ginia, Wyoming. 

B.  Plan  submitted  (not  in  effect),  two 
jurisdictions:   Minnesota,  Wisconsin. 

C.  Plan  material  in  preparation,  two  juris- 
dictions: North  Carolina,  Rhode  Island.2 

D.  Legislation  enacted  1963  or  1964;  plan 
not  yet  submitted,3  two  jurisdictions:  Colo- 
rado (effective  July  1,  1964),  Indiana  (effec- 
tive Jan.  1,  1965)  * 

E.  Legislation  in  process  to  give  basis  for 
program  or  to  provide  appropriation  (1964), 
one  jurisdiction:  Delaware. 

F.  Need  legislation,  seven  jurisdictions: 
Alaska,3  Arizona,6  Missouri,0  Montana,7  Ne- 
vada,8 Ohio,7  Texas." 

G.  Have  authority  for  MAA;  implementa- 
tion indefinite,  three  jurisdictions:  Georgia 
(enacted  1961;  no  funds  available),  Missis- 
sippi (enacted  1964;  no  appropriation),  New 
Mexico  (has  legal  authority;  1964  appropria- 
tion request  denied) . 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  since 
this  report  covers  only  up  through  June 
30,  1964,  I  am  sure  that  other  jurisdic- 
tions could  now  be  added  to  the  list  of 
those  having  the  program  in  effect.  For 
examnle,  item  D  of  the  report  indicates 
that  Colorado  has  not  yet  submitted  its 
plan.  Yet,  I  am  informed  by  the  direc- 
tor of  the  Colorado  Department  of  Pub- 
lic Welfare  that  Colorado's  plan  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  regional  office  on  July  21, 
1964,  for  approval  "after  extensive  con- 
sultation with  Federal  officials."  In  the 
event  that  the  Department's  Washing- 
ton office  is  unaware  of  the  submission 
of  the  Colorado  plan,  I  have  a  copy  of 
that  plan  which  I  will  be  glad  to  make 
available  upon  request.  I  would  par- 
ticularly be  pleased  to  make  my  copy  of 
this  plan  available  to  the  Department  if, 
by  so  doing,  it  would  expedite  Depart- 
mental approval  in  order  that  Colorado 
oldsters  would  not  be  denied  its  benefits 
by  further  delay. 

It  has  been  said  time  and  time  again 
that  considerable  confusion  exists  con- 


1  Plan  not  yet  approved;  new  program. 

2  Will  become  operative  upon  approval. 

3  Effective  dates  refer  to  legislation  only. 

'Legislation  enacted  1963;  vetoed  by  Gov- 
ernor; became  law  by  1964  decision  of  Indi- 
ana Supreme  Court  on  grounds  of  invalid 
date  of  veto. 

3  Considered  by  1964  legislature;  not  en- 
acted. 

6  Passed  by  1963  legislature;  vetoed  by  Gov- 
ernor. 

7  Considered  by  1963  legislature;  not  en- 
acted. 

8  Enabling  legislation  of  1963  was  contin- 
gent upon  amendment  of  sales  and  use  tax 
act,  which  was  defeated  by  majority  of  voters 
in  June  1963. 

0  Passed  resolution  for  constitutional 
amendment  which,  when  ratified  by  popular 
vote,  may  be  followed  by  enabling  legisla- 
tion. 
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cerning  the  implementation  and  effec- 
tiveness of  the  Kerr-Mills  medical  assist- 
ance to  the  aged  program.  In  fact,  the 
Senate  Special  Committee  on  Aging  de- 
voted an  entire  chapter  of  its  June  15, 
1962,  report  to  "Persistent  Areas  of  Con- 
fusion." I  certainly  do  not  intend  to 
take  issue  with  the  fact  that  considerable 
confusion  has  existed  and  presently  ex- 
ists concerning  the  Kerr-Mills  Act.  Lit- 
tle has  been  done  to  allay  this  confusion, 
and  much  has  been  done  to  increase  it. 
Most  of  this  confusion  has  revolved 
around  the  so-called  means  test.  In 
the  October  1963  report  of  the  Subcom- 
mittee on  Health  of  the  Elderly  on  the 
Kerr-Mills  program,  the  majority  report 
points  to  the  following  excerpt  from  a 
Pennsylvania  public  welfare  informa- 
tional leaflet  entitled  "If  You  Need 
Medical  Assistance  for  the  Aged,"  as  be- 
ing so  degrading  as  to  effectively  deny 
medical  assistance  to  needy  aged: 

So  that  the  county  board  of  assistance  can 
decide  as  fast  as  possible  whether  you  are 
eligible  for  MAA,  be  ready  when  you  apply 
to  give  them  facts  on  your  age,  residence, 
amount  of  income  and  value  of  property.  It 
may  help  if  you  bring  papers  that  give  this 
information.  Also,  have  with  you  the  names 
and  addresses  of  your  husband  or  wife,  your 
sons  and  daughters. 

On  page  277  of  the  House  hearings  on 
H.R.  3920  before  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  the  witness  seems  to  take 
the  position  that  the  giving  of  such  in- 


Hospitalization 
Nursing  home- 
Physicians'  ser- 
in hospital 
In  nursing 
Home  and 

Drugs  

Transportation 
Administration 

Total.— 


Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  in  spite 
of  the  fact  that  the  individual  would  be 
much  more  inclined  to  seek  more  medi- 
cal service  when  such  costs  are  covered 
by  insurance,  let  us  assume  that  the  cost 
of  medical  services  to  the  aged  will  re- 
main at  what  the  average  expenditure 
now  is — $345  annually.  Both  the  Gore 
proposal  and  the  Ribicoff  proposal  con- 
tain large  deductibles,  and  it  has  been 
estimated  that  these  proposals  will  cover 
only  about  40  percent  of  the  retirant's 
medical  costs.  Nevertheless,  under  this 
assumption,  the  social  security  system 
would  have  an  additional  burden  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $3  billion  in  the  first 
year.  And,  if  I  understand  correctly  the 
statement  of  Mr.  Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief 
Actuary  of  the  Social  Security  Adminis- 
tration, this  burden  would  be  loaded  onto 
a  program  that  is  already  badly  over- 
extended. On  pages  160  and  161  of  the 
House  hearings  on  H.R.  3920,  Mr.  Myers 
said: 

The  assumption  is  that  there  will  be  no 
more  new  entrants  into  the  system.  In 
other  words,  people  who  are  now  covered 
and  who  are  now  contributing,  or  who  have 
contributed  in  the  past,  would  be  the  only 


formation  is  equivalent  to  the  giving  up 
of  one's  citizenship,  with  these  words: 

Certainly  we  can  understand  the  reason 
why  these  people  refuse  to  give  up  then- 
rights  as  citizens,  as  dignified  people,  in 
refusing  to  accept  the  benefits  of  the  Kerr- 
Mills  bill  as  such. 

This  will  come  as  a  great  shock  to  mil- 
lions of  our  citizens  who  furnish  similar 
detailed  information  annually  to  the 
Treasury  Department  in  the  income  tax 
returns.  All  those  who  have  applied  for 
Government  loans  under  FHA,  VA,  SBA, 
or  many  other  similar  programs  have  by 
this  criterion  forfeited  their  citizenship, 
or  at  least  a  part  of  it.  In  fact,  I  have 
known  of  cases  where  a  veteran  applying 
for  a  VA  home  loan  has  had  to  furnish 
detailed  information  concerning  his  fam- 
ily plans.  I  do  not  know  how  you  could 
get  much  more  personal  than  this.  The 
person  of  whom  I  am  speaking  did  not 
feel  he  had  forfeited  his  citizenship  in 
furnishing  such  information. 

The  objections  raised  to  the  means 
test  have  also  included  statements  to  the 
effect  that  the  means  tests  applied  were 
too  stringent  and  have  therefore  denied 
aid  to  those  the  Kerr-Mills  Act  was  in- 
tended to  help.  Perhaps  this  is  true,  but 
no  efforts  have  been  made  to  soften  the 
means  tests.  The  objectors  have  merely 
condemned  all  means  tests  as  bad,  and 
suggest  their  complete  elimination.  The 
theory  being  that  if  social  security  is  ex- 
tended, then  these  people  will  be  en- 


ones  who  would  contribute  in  the  future, 
they  and  their  employers. 

For  all  other  people  who  enter  the  labor 
force,  there  would  be  no  contributions  from 
either  themselves  or  their  employers.  I 
think  this  is  a  wholly  artificial  assumption. 

However,  it  is  an  assumption  that  can  be 
stated.  If  this  assumption  is  made,  the 
figure  for  the  additional  amount  that  would 
have  to  be  in  the  two  trust  funds  to  meet 
the  future  benefit  obligations,  according  to 
some  figures  of  mine  that  were  inserted  in 
the  Congressional  Record  last  July  is  esti- 
mated more  in  the  neighborhood  of  $330 
billion. 

I  take  this  to  mean  that  the  present 
program  is  not  only  not  self-sustaining, 
but  it  already  $330  billion  in  the  hole, 
which  is  more  than  the  national  debt. 
We  are  now  being  asked  to  jeopardize 
the  present  program  by  putting  it  fur- 
ther in  the  hole.  It  seems  to  me  that 
every  workingman  who  is  already  con- 
tributing heavily  to  the  Social  Security 
program  would  deeply  resent  assuming  a 
greater  load  for  the  benefit  of  those  who 
have  not  contributed  to  the  program. 
Make  no  mistake  about  this,  it  is  the 
workingman  who  will  be  paying  for  this 
program.   And,  with  the  elimination  of 


titled  to  medical  coverage  as  a  matter  of 
right.  This  would  mean  that  the  15 
million  aged  now  receiving  payments 
under  the  social  security  system  would 
also  by  right  have  their  medical  bills 
paid.  I  realize  that  the  Ribicoff  amend- 
ment attempts  to  establish  the  payment 
of  a  premium  by  granting  a  $7  monthly 
increase  in  benefits  and  then  deduct  $5 
if  the  beneficiary  elects  to  receive  medical 
benefits,  but  this  is  an  obvious  sham.  A 
$60  annual  premium  simply  will  not  pay 
for  the  annual  medical  expenditure  of 
the  average  retirant,  and  experience 
teaches  us  that  such  expenditures  will 
continue  to  skyrocket  in  years  to  come. 
In  1957  Colorado  inaugurated  its  old 
age  pension  medical  plan.  It  required  a 
constitutional  amendment.  When  the 
proposition  was  put  to  the  people,  the 
experts  assured  us  that  the  cost  would 
not  exceed  $10  million  in  the  foreseeable 
future.  Consequently,  a  ceiling  of  $10 
million  was  put  on  the  program.  In  the 
fourth  year  expenditures  exceeded  $10 
million,  and  since  that  time  some  of  the 
services  have  had  to  be  curtailed  to  keep 
the  cost  below  $13  million.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  a  table  prepared  by 
the  Colorado  State  Department  of  Public 
Welfare  entitled  "Old  Age  Pension  Medi- 
cal Expenditures,  July,  1957,  to  June, 
1964,"  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record  as 
follows : 


Total 


$35,  062,  420.  79 
16,  592,  291.  72 

8,  984,  702.  68 
540,  777.  20 
1,  929,  698.  90 
1,945,  417. 11 
190,  238.  43 
125,  950.  00 

65,  371,  496. 83 


the  means  test  the  retired  corporation 
executive,  who  may  be  worth  millions, 
could  be  entitled  to  such  coverage.  This 
is  Robin  Hood  in  reverse. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  bill  as  reported 
from  the  committee,  the  total  social  se- 
curity taxes  on  wages  and  salaries  will 
be  9.6  percent  in  1971,  which  will  apply 
to  all  wages  and  salaries  up  to  $5,400  per 
annum.  This  tax  rate  does  not  contem- 
plate medical  programs.  Under  the  Gore 
proposal,  total  social  security  taxes  on 
wages  and  salaries  would  be  raised  to 
10.4  percent,  which  would  apply  to  all 
wages  and  salaries  up  to  $5,600  per  year. 
No  income  tax  credit  or  deduction  is  al- 
lowed on  the  employee's  portion  of  this 
tax.  Therefore,  a  great  portion  of  the 
tax  burden  is  being  carried  by  those  least 
able  to  bear  it,  and  without  any  income 
tax  relief.  Any  medical  care  program 
financed  through  the  social  security  sys- 
tem instead  of  using  general  revenues 
will  simply  add  to  an  already  onerous  tax 
load.  Taxing  an  employee  at  a  rate  of 
5.2  percent  on  his  gross  income  will  in 
many  cases  cause  him  to  pay  more  social 
security  taxes  than  income  taxes. 


Colorado  State  Department  of  Public  Welfare — Old-age  pension  medical  expenditures,  July  1957  to  June  1964 


home, 
office  _ 


1957-58 


$1,  577,  693.  34 
418,  340.  62 

261,  577. 30 


15, 678. 30 
27,  246.  00 


2,  300.  535.  56 


1958-59 


$4,  953,  568.  37 
1,624, 116.  58 

1, 182,  499.  23 
23, 017.  25 


77,  664.  30 
54,  635.  70 
98,  704. 00 


8, 014,  205.  43 


1959-60 


$5,  943,  601.  67 
1,  965,  924.  74 

1,  345,  482.  23 
90,  637.  50 
344.  635.  00 
241,  275.  51 
62,  931. 16 


9,  994,  487.  81 


1960-61 


$5, 008, 726. 37 
2,  454,  817.  88 

1,  644,  616.  76 
105,  093. 00 
421,  268.  45 
323.  335.  21 
56,  993.  27 


10, 014,  850.  94 


1961-62 


$4,  938,  988.  88 
2,  835,  668.  36 

1,  319,  541.  49 
114,  395. 95 
442, 098.  41 
388, 050. 83 


10,  038,  743.  92 


1962-63 


$6,  836, 051.  24 
3,  376,  662.  74 

1,  725,  466.  88 
122,  659.  25 
482,  764.  50 
451, 183.  91 


12,  994,  788.  52 


1963-64 


$5,  803,  790.  92 
3,  916,  760.  80 

1,  505,  518.  79 
84,  974.  25 
238,  932.  54 
463,  907.  35 


12, 013,  884.  65 
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Further,  the  15  million  retirants  pres- 
ently receiving  social  security  will  not 
contribute  1  cent  to  the  cost  of  such  a 
program.  All  of  us  would  agree  that  our 
oldsters,  who  have  done  so  much  to  help 
make  this  country  what  it  is  today, 
should  not  be  forced  to  live  out  their  sun- 
set years  in  abject  poverty  and  suffer  the 
lack  of  adequate  medical  care.  But  why 
should  the  brunt  of  the  burden  be  borne 
by  the  wage  earner,  particularly  when  his 
share  of  the  load  is  completely  out  of  pro- 
portion with  his  ability  to  pay?  The 
working  man  is  not  the  only  one  who  has 
benefited  by  the  sacrifices  and  pioneering 
of  our  older  citizens ;  all  of  us  have  reaped 
the  bounty  of  this  country.  Obviously 
some  have  benefited  more  than  others, 
and  they  should  be  willing  to  carry  a 
proportion  of  the  load  commensurate 
with  the  benefits  received.  A  means  test 
should  be  applied  to  the  taxpayer. 

The  Senate  Special  Committee  on  Ag- 
ing has  indicated  that  the  poorer  States 
have  been  slow  to  initiate  legislation  be- 
cause of  their  inability  to  raise  the  nec- 
essary matching  funds.  In  its  June  15, 
1962,  report,  the  committee  said,  speak- 
ing specifically  of  Florida,  which  later 
did  implement  Kerr-Mills: 

The  principal  reason  for  not  having  a  Kerr- 
Mills  program  in  Florida  is  that  the  State 
cannot  afford  the  expenditures  required  to 
provide  medical  care  to  all  of  its  elderly 
people. 

The  formula  under  which  Federal 
grants  are  made  to  the  States  was  in- 
tended by  Congress  to  favor  those  States 
with  low  per  capita  income.  This  is  not 
an  unusual  provision  since  Federal 
grants  made  to  States  for  public  assist- 
ance under  titles  I,  IV,  X,  XIV,  and  XVI 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  also  favor  the 
poorer  States.  In  the  Federal  Register 
for  August  21,  1964.  a  chart  appears  on 
pages  12405  and  12406  indicating  the  per- 
centage of  Federal  participation  in  State 
assistance  expenditures  under  the  titles 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  I  just  men- 
tioned. On  this  chart  I  have  placed  an 
asterisk  next  to  the  name  of  each  State 
that  has  Kerr-Mills  authorizing  legisla- 
tion in  force.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
that  not  one  single  State  that  is  receiv- 
ing a  65-percent  grant  (which  indicates 
it  is  one  of  the  poorest  States)  from  the 
Federal  Government  for  its  public  assist- 
ance program  has  failed  to  enact  Kerr- 
Mills  authorizing  legislation.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  aforemen- 
tioned table  as  annotated  by  me  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

State  assistance  expenditures 


Federal 

State :  percentage 

Alabama 1  65.  00 

Alaska  50.  00 

Arigona  60.  10 

Arkansas 1  65.  00 

California  1  50.  00 

Colorado 1  50.  00 

Connecticut 1  50.  00 

Delaware  50.  00 

District  of  Columbia 1  50.  00 

Florida1  62.41 

Georgia  1  65.  00 

Hawaii1    50.00 

Idaho1  65.00 


State  assistayice  expenditures — Continued 


Federal 

State :  percentage 

Illinois1   50.00 

Indiana  1  50.  IS 

Iowa  1  56.  90 

Kansas  1   56.  47 

Kentucky1  65.00 

Louisiana  1  65.  00 

Maine1  65.00 

Maryland1   50.00 

Massachusetts  1  50.  00 

Michigan1  50.00 

Minnesota  1   55.  15 

Mississippi1   65.00 

Missouri  50.  00 

Montana   59.  76 

Nebraska1  54.93 

Nevada  50.00 

New  Hampshire  1  55.  11 

New  Jersey  1  50.  00 

New  Mexico  1  65.  00 

New  York  1  50.  00 

North  Carolina1   65.00 

North  Dakota1   65.00 

Ohio  50.00 

Oklahoma1  65.00 

Oregon1  50.00 

Pennsylvania1   50.00 

Rhode  Island  1  50.  30 

South  Carolina  1  65.  00 

South  Dakota1   65.00 

Tennessee  1  65.  00 

Texas  63.43 

Utah1  62.19 

Vermont1  62.70 

Virginia1  65.00 

Washington1  50.00 

West  Virginia  1   65.  00 

Wisconsin1  52.55 

Wyoming1  50.00 


1  Authorizing  legislation  in  force. 
Source:  Federal  Register,  Aug.  21,  1964,  pp. 
12405-12406. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  from 
this  table,  it  would  appear  that  the  poor- 
er States  are  attempting  to  take  advan- 
tage of  Kerr-Mills  for  the  benefit  of  their 
elderly.  It  is  also  interesting  to  note 
that  according  to  the  1960  census  the 
eight  States  that  do  not  now  have  au- 
thorizing legislation  in  force  account  for 
only  about  14  percent  of  the  Nation's 
population  over  65.  If  the  proponents  of 
medicare  under  social  security  would 
give  Kerr-Mills  an  opportunity  to  oper- 
ate, and  direct  some  of  their  energies  to- 
ward improving  the  program,  we  might 
all  be  surprised  at  how  effectively  it  can 
meet  the  needs  of  our  medically  indigent 
elderly.  This  remark  applies  particu- 
larly to  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare. 

Our  Finance  Committee,  after  due  de- 
liberation, rejected,  by  a  large  majority, 
each  of  the  three  proposals  to  finance 
medical  care  for  the  aged  under  the 
Social  Security  Act.  I  am  sure  that  the 
learned  gentlemen  of  the  committee 
found  many  good  and  convincing  rea- 
sons in  addition  to  those  I  have  touched 
upon  here  today,  which  led  them  to  take 
such  action.  I  have  heard  no  arguments 
that  would  persuade  me  to  believe  that 
the  considered  judgment  of  the  Finance 
Committee  should  be  overruled  by  this 
body. 

Mr.  President,  if  I  have  any  time  re- 
maining, I  yield  it  back. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Nel- 
son in  the  chair) .  The  time  of  the  Sen- 
ator has  expired. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent  


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time  to  the  Senator  from  Texas? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
time  which  the  Senator  from  Texas 
might  require  be  charged  against  the 
sponsors  of  the  Gore  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  How 
much  time  does  the  Senator  from  Texas 
desire? 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry.  I  thought  that 
the  Senate  was  still  in  the  morning  hour. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  is  proceeding  under  controlled 
time.  There  is  no  morning  hour. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Then  I  shall 
request  3  minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  agreed 
to  yield  time.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent on  his  behalf,  since  he  is  not  present 
in  the  Chamber,  that  the  Senator  from 
Texas  be  yielded  time  from  the  time 
allotted  to  the  sponsors  of  the  Gore 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The 
Senator  from  Texas  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

THE  GORE  AMENDMENT  SHOULD  BE  ADOPTED 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
the  principal  need  of  America's  18  mil- 
lion senior  citizens  is  a  comprehensive, 
prepaid  hospitalization  insurance  pro- 
gram to  meet  the  ever  growing  cost  of 
hospitalization  and  other  major  medical 
services. 

Our  citizens  65  years  and  older  are  the 
people  who  are  most  often  burdened  with 
high  medical  care  costs,  and  yet  they  are 
the  ones  who  are  least  financially  able 
to  meet  these  expenses. 

The  social  security  bill  now  under  con- 
sideration must  meet  the  high  priority 
need  of  relieving  the  grave  threat  to  the 
financial  security  of  our  aged.  The  pro- 
posed increased  percent  in  social  security 
benefits  is  desirable,  but  a  program  of 
hospitalization  expense  protection  is  a 
much  more  critical  requirement  for  peace 
of  mind  and  financial  security  in  old  age. 

Catistrophic  illness  and  frequent  hos- 
pitalization haunt  our  older  people.  Yet 
the  average  income  of  our  senior  citizens 
is  only  half  that  of  the  younger  people  in 
this  country. 

It  is  ironic  and  disheartening  that  this 
group  with  its  low-income  average  must 
suffer  the  heaviest  share  of  radically  ris- 
ing hospitalization  expenses.  Medical 
care  costs  have  risen  36  percent  and  hos- 
pitalization expenses  have  risen  65  per- 
cent in  the  last  decade. 

It  is  evident,  Mr.  President,  that  this 
burden  frequently  exhausts  the  economic 
resources  of  our  older  citizens.  There  is 
absolutely  no  reason  to  allow  aged  fam- 
ilies to  be  reduced  to  indigency  before 
assistance  in  meeting  medical  expenses 
is  provided. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore],  by  employing  the 
proven,  time  tested  social  security  sys- 
tem, offers  a  practical  method  of  pro- 
tecting the  vulnerable  older  citizens 
against  the  overwhelming  burden  of  hos- 
pitalization and  nursing  home  care.  This 
plan  allows  the  individual  to  provide  for 
his  medical  needs  in  old  age  by  contribut- 
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ing  to  a  health  insurance  program  during 
the  most  productive  and  economically 
convenient  period  of  his  life. 

The  proposal  grants  the  extremely 
vital  protection  against  the  cost  of  in- 
patient hospitalization,  outpatient  hos- 
pital diagnostic  service,  skilled  nursing 
home  care  and  home  health  services. 
The  hospitalization  insurance  benefit 
permits  the  beneficiary  to  select  accord- 
ing to  his  needs  either  45  days  of  cover- 
age with  no  deductible,  90  days  of  cover- 
age with  a  slight  deductible,  or  180  days 
of  coverage  with  a  reasonable  deductible. 

The  Gore  amendment  also  includes  60 
days  of  skilled  nursing  home  services, 
outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  care,  and 
240  days  of  home  health  services,  all  of 
which  have  been  urged  for  years  by 
senior  citizens  councils. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  most  encourag- 
ing arrangement,  because  protection 
against  the  largest  single  expense  of  a 
serious  illness  will  permit  the  individual 
to  use  his  other  resources  in  securing  the 
less  costly  medical  services. 

The  private  health  insurance  com- 
panies have  done  a  commendable  job  in 
their  efforts  to  provide  adequate  medical 
and  hospitalization  insurance  for  the 
aged.  But  they  cannot  do  the  entire 
job. 

The  economics  of  the  profit  system  and 
the  high  risk  classification  of  most  of 
our  older  citizens  precludes  the  provision 
of  adequate  and  extensive  private  cover- 
age for  this  group.  In  fact,  group  insur- 
ance rates  have  risen,  in  some  instances, 
as  high  as  83  percent  in  the  last  4  years. 
The  vast  majority  of  our  retired  people 
with  a  per  capita  income  of  only  $2,000 
cannot  afford  the  luxury  of  private 
health  insurance. 

Only  one-half  of  our  country's  18  mil- 
lion elder  citizens  have  any  kind  of 
health  insurance  protection,  and,  more 
important,  only  one  in  four  of  the  in- 
sured 9  million  citizens  65  or  older  have 
private  protection  which  meets  the  mini- 
mum definition  of  adequacy  of  the  Amer- 
ican Hospital  Association.  This  definition 
calls  for  a  policy  whose  benefits  pay  at 
least  75  percent  of  hospital  costs. 

Yet  the  older  citizens  with  the  most 
urgent  need  for  adequate  protection,  that 
is  the  very  old,  the  poor  in  health,  the 
unemployed,  and  those  with  lowest  in- 
comes, are  the  older  citizens  who  pre- 
dominantly comprise  the  9  million  elder- 
ly without  any  private  health  insurance 
protection  whatsoever. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Texas  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  Mr.  President, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  be  grant- 
ed an  additional  one-half  minute. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  an  addi- 
tional one-half  minute? 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  a 
half  minute  to  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  YARBOROUGH.  As  a  member 
of  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging,  Mr. 
President,  I  have  seen,  through  our  de- 
liberations, that  the  peace  of  mind  and 
the  economic  security  of  our  senior  citi- 
zens demands,  at  the  very  least,  ade- 
quate and  extensive  hospitalization  in- 
surance coverage. 


Mr.  President,  we  cannot  ignore  the 
situation  which  causes  a  constituent  to 
tell  me  that  the  financial  exhaustion  of 
a  serious  illness  "is  hardly  worth  the  ef- 
fort to  get  well." 

The  implementation  of  hospitalization 
coverage  through  the  time-tested  social 
security  system  with  an  option  for  in- 
creased benefits  or  health  cost  coverage 
is  a  practical  plan  and  is  consistent  with 
the  American  tradition  of  independence, 
privacy,  and  freedom  of  choice. 

I  heartily  endorse  the  Gore  proposal  as 
a  progressive  step  toward  better  health 
and  security  for  our  senior  citizens. 

Mr.  GRUENING.    Mr.  President  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska? 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Alaska. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Alaska  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

HOSPITAL   CARE    FOR   THE   AGED    IS  NEEDED 

Mr.  GRUENING.  Mr.  President,  the 
proposed  amendments  to  the  Social 
Security  Act  contained  in  the  bill  ap- 
proved by  the  House  of  Representatives 
as  further  modified  by  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee  ignore  the  most  press- 
ing problem  confronting  the  millions  of 
Americans  receiving  social  security,  for 
H.R.  11865  fails  to  provide  hospital  or 
nursing  home  care  for  those  who  are  ill. 

The  bill  as  reported  to  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  makes  a  mockery  of  the 
Democratic  platform  adopted  August  25, 
1964,  in  Atlantic  City,  N.J.  According 
to  the  platform  promise  of  the  Demo- 
cratic Party : 

The  health,  of  the  people  is  important  to 
the  strength  and  purpose  of  our  country  and 
is  a  proper  part  of  our  common  concern. 

In  a  nation  that  lacks  neither  compassion 
nor  resources,  the  needless  suffering  of  peo- 
ple who  cannot  afford  adequate  medical  care 
is  intolerable:  We  will  continue  to  fight 
until  we  have  succeeded  in  including  hos- 
pital care  for  older  Americans  in  the  social 
security  program,  and  have  insured  adequate 
assistance  to  those  elderly  people  suffering 
from  mental  illness  and  mental  retardation. 

The  Democratic  platform  is  specific. 
So  is  our  President.  In  his  acceptance 
speech  of  August  27,  following  his  nomi- 
nation as  the  Democratic  candidate  for 
President  of  the  United  States,  President 
Johnson  said: 

Most  Americans  want  medical  care  for 
older  citizens,  and  so  do  I. 

So  do  I. 

If  we  are  one  nation,  one  people,  if 
we  truly  want  to  build  toward  the  great 
society,  we  had  better  start  now — not 
tomorrow. 

The  social  security  system  works.  For 
three  decades  it  has  proved  to  its  friends 
and  critics  that  today's  worker  can  pay 
now  for  later.  The  system  makes  good 
sense. 

Long  ago  Thomas  Jefferson  wrote  that 
"the  care  of  human  life  and  happiness 
is  the  first  and  only  legitimate  object 
of  good  government." 

Is  it  good  government  to  fail  to  pro- 
vide hospital  insurance  protection  under 
social  security?  Of  course  not. 

Is  it  good  government  to  continue  to 
condone  conditions  which  make  it  finan- 
cially impossible  for  the  great  majority 


of  men  and  women  over  65  to  take  out 
private  health  insurance?  Of  course 
not. 

Is  it  good  government  to  expect  the 
average  American  to  have  savings  which 
will  make  it  possible  for  him  to  pay  $40 
a  day  for  a  hospital  bed  for  30  days  or 
60  days  or  longer  while  the  facts  demon- 
strate that  those  savings  of  40  years  will 
dwindle  and  often  disappear  in  40  days 
or  less?    Of  course  not. 

Is  it  good  government  to  expand  the 
existing  Kerr-Mills  Act  which  makes  the 
aged  who  need  medical  aid  submit  to  the 
indignity  of  a  means  test?  Of  course 
not. 

Is  it  good  government  to  attempt  to 
fight  the  war  on  poverty  by  creating 
poverty?    Of  course  not. 

Is  it  good  government  to  increase 
minimum  monthly  social  security  bene- 
fits by  perhaps  $2  per  month  when  the 
real  need  is  for  protection,  prepaid, 
which,  when  needed,  could  pay  for  hos- 
pital and  nursing  home  care? 

I  compliment  Secretary  Celebrezze  for 
stating  that  in  his  opinion  the  Kerr-Mills 
Act  is  "no  substitute  for  hospital  insur- 
ance for  the  aged"  when  he  testified  be- 
fore the  Senate  Finance  Committee  last 
month. 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee  hear- 
ings provide  educational  reading.  I  was 
impressed  by  the  observation  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Ribicoff]  which  was  that  H.R.  11865  is 
"a  mess  of  pottage — a  snare  and  a  delu- 
sion." And  I  share  the  thinking  of  the 
former  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  [Mr.  Ribicoff]  as  to  the 
long-range  effect  of  an  expanded  Kerr- 
Mills  bill  which  is  that  if  H.R.  11865  is 
not  amended  the  Congress  shall  have 
postponed  hospital  care  for  a  decade- 

We  read  and  hear  a  great  deal  about 
the  proposals  we  are  considering,  and 
we  should,  for  they  are  important. 

If  we  are  to  move  across  the  New 
Frontier  and  build  the  great  society — 
and  we  can — we  must  correct  the  in- 
equities which  place  40  million  Ameri- 
cans in  poverty  or  semipoverty  even  as 
our  Nation  is  presumably  enjoying  the 
largest  and  longest  peacetime  prosperity 
in  its  history. 

Something  is  wrong. 

We  can  make  certain  hospital  nurs- 
ing home  and  outpatient  care  available 
to  nearly  17  million  Americans  if  we 
adopt  amendment  No.  1253  offered  by 
the  senior  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore]  for  himself  and  others.  The 
amendment  is  a  compromise.  I  would 
prefer  that  it  offer  longer  care  periods 
in  the  hospital  and  in  nursing  homes, 
but  I  am  realistic  and  will  be  pleased  if 
we  can  take  this  step  forward.  No  great 
society  ever  arose  overnight. 

The  high  cost  of  day-by-day  hospital 
care  is  hard  to  realize.  Most  people  pre- 
fer not  to  think  about  the  time  they  may 
be  hospitalized.  The  patient  is  always 
the  other  fellow. 

We  know  that  $40  per  day  is  the  ap- 
proximate cost  of  hospital  care.  Under 
the  Gore  compromise  amendment,  the 
individual  has  three  choices: 

First.  He  may  elect  to  take  inpatient 
hospital  services  for  up  to  45  days  with 
no  deductible;  or 
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Second.  He  may  elect  to  take  inpatient 
hospital  services  for  up  to  90  days  with 
a  deductible  amount  of  $10  a  day  for  the 
first  9  days — with  a  minimum  of  $20 ;  or 

Third.  He  may  elect  to  take  inpatient 
hospital  services  for  up  to  180  days  with 
a  deductible  amount  equal  to  the  average 
cost  of  two  and  a  half  days  of  hospital 
care. 

In  any  of  the  three  options,  he  would 
receive  the  hospital  services  customarily 
furnished  for  inpatients. 

If  he  takes  the  first  option,  45  days  of 
hospital  care,  his  hospital  bill  would  be 
$1,800.  The  complete  cost  would  be 
covered  under  social  security. 

If  he  takes  the  second  option,  90  days, 
deductible,  his  hospital  bill  would  be 
$3,600,  and  all  but  $90  would  be  covered 
under  social  security. 

If  he  takes  the  third  option,  180  days, 
deductible,  his  hospital  bill  would  be 
$7,100  and  all  but  $100  would  be  covered 
under  social  security. 

To  facilitate  my  illustrations,  I  have 
assumed  that  the  patient  stayed  in  the 
hospital  for  the  complete  coverage 
period,  and  I  have  further  assumed  that 
the  cost  of  his  hospital  care  was  $40  per 
day. 

Few  people  I  know  have  the  means  to 
pay  hospital  bills  such  as  I  have  de- 
scribed more  than  one  or  two  times. 
Additionally,  the  amount  could  be  in- 
creased substantially  for  the  hospital 
services  of  a  physician. 

I  remember  well  the  real  life  story  of 
one  Alaskan  lawyer  and  his  wife  who 
had  retired  and  elected  to  stay  in 
Alaska.  Neither  he  nor  she  were  care- 
less about  money  matters,  and  they  had 
set  aside  funds  for  their  retirement.  All 
went  well  for  a  while,  then  both  became 
ill.  Their  joint  hospital  bills  mounted 
and  averaged  $80  a  day.  Within  a  year 
this  wonderful,  hard-working  couple  saw 
their  dreams  of  independence  in  old  age 
vanish  through  no  fault  of  their  own. 

In  Alaska  we  are  fortunate  in  that  we 
do  have  a  Pioneers  Home  in  Sitka  which 
is  a  retirement  center  for  State  residents. 
The  residence  requirements  are  modest. 
As  stated  in  section  47,  chapter  25  of 
the  Alaska  statutes: 

Every  worthy  person  residing  in  the  State 
who  has  been  a  resident  of  the  State  con- 
tinuously for  more  than  15  years  immedi- 
ately preceding  his  application  for  admis- 
sion, and  who  is  destitute  and  in  need  of 
the  aid  or  benefit  of  the  home  because  of 
physical  disability  or  other  cause,  is  en- 
titled to  admission  to  the  home  under  the 
conditions,  limitations  and  penalties  pre- 
scribed by  the  regulations  of  the  office  of 
the  Governor. 

But  the  Pioneers  Home  is  unique  and 
its  space  is  limited,  as  are  the  finances 
of  the  State  of  Alaska. 

In  truth,  the  ever-present  danger  of 
hospitalized  illness  is  the  gravest  threat 
to  the  economic  security  of  the  elderly. 
That  peril  should  be  removed.  Present 
private  insurance  plans  available  to  the 
elderly  are  generally  too  expensive. 
Some  simply  do  not  provide  adequate, 
minimal  coverage. 

Opponents  of  hospital  care  insurance 
continue  to  cry  "wolf"  and  refer  to  it  as 
"medicare".    I  doubt  if  any  single  word 


in  our  English  language  can  arouse  the 
passions  unfairly  wrapped  up  in  the 
word  "medicare"  used  impropery  or  cor- 
rectly. The  myth  of  medicare  has 
caused  irreparable  damage  and  must  for 
all  times  be  dispelled. 
According  to  the  Bureau  of  Census, 
In  1961,  45  percent  of  the  single  persons 
over  age  65  had  less  than  $1,000  a  year  cash 
income  from  all  sources,  two-thirds  had  less 
than  $1,500  a  year,  three-fourths  had  less 
than  $2,000  a  year,  and  only  1.2  percent  had 
more  than  $10,000  a  year  cash  Income  from 
all  sources. 

In  1961,  in  the  families  whose  head  was 
over  age  65,  one-third  had  income  of  less 
than  $900  per  person  in  the  family,  40  per- 
cent had  less  than  $1,000  per  person,  two- 
thirds  had  $1,750  or  less,  and  only  1.2  per- 
cent had  more  than  $2,800  per  person  per 
year. 

A  single  hospital  bill  could  bankrupt 
any  one  of  these  individuals  or  families. 

In  July  1960  Donald  B.  Straus  wrote 
an  article  entitled  "Can  We  Afford  To 
Be  Healthy"  which  appeared  in  Har- 
pers magazine.  Mr.  Straus,  in  a  variety 
of  illustrations,  called  attention  to  the 
cost  involved  when  one  is  sick.  He 
wrote: 

We  cannot  avoid  the  fact  that  we  are 
finding  ways  to  prevent  and  cure  disease 
faster  than  we  can  find  dollars  to  pay  for 
them.  Since  what  we  want  seems  to  be 
beyond  our  present  means,  we  have  become 
a  nation  of  medical  window  shoppers — the 
goods  are  on  display,  our  motivation  to  buy 
has  been  stimulated,  but  our  pocketbooks 
won't  meet  the  price  tag.  Even  if  we  trim 
away  at  other  items  in  our  budgets — a  pain- 
ful bit  of  surgery  that  no  anesthesia  can 
deaden — we  still  won't  be  able  to  keep  up 
with  the  rising  cost  of  health  as  long  as  the 
present  inefficiencies  in  our  medical  plant 
persist. 

The  author  points  out,  4  years  ago 
remember,  that: 

The  truth  is  that  the  very  triumphs  of 
medicine  are  raising  medical  costs  *  *  *  and 
the  more  demands  we  make  on  our  medical 
talent  and  facilities — both  in  short  sup- 
ply— the  more  expensive  they  become. 

Regrettably,  the  situation  has  not 
changed  a  great  deal  in  4  years. 

We  have  reached  a  time  of  truth. 
That  truth,  simply  stated,  is  that  the 
sharing  of  responsibilities  falls  on  the 
shoulders  of  all — not  a  few.  The  men 
and  women  who  would  benefit  imme- 
diately from  the  health  care  amendment 
are  the  same  men  and  women  who  have 
helped  build  the  foundation  of  our  great 
society. 

I  support  proposed  legislation  which 
would  provide  hospital  and  nursing 
home  care  for  citizens  age  65  and  over. 
I  desire  to  support  proposed  legislation 
which  would  increase  social  security 
payments.  We  can  do  both.  In  any 
event  I  favor  and  shall  support  the 
Gore  amendment  presented  by  the  dis- 
tinguished senior  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  YOUNG  of  Ohio.  Mr.  President,  I 


am  happy  to  report  that  for  many  years 
I  have  been  a  supporter  of  the  admin- 
istration program  for  providing  hospital 
and  nursing  home  care  for  the  elderly 
under  social  security  coverage,  commonly 
called  medicare.  Despite  the  claims  of 
the  political  doctors  who  control  the 
House  of  Delegates  of  the  American  Med- 
ical Association,  medicare,  so-called,  is 
not  a  step  toward  socialized  medicine. 
It  is  a  needed  legislative  proposal  for 
some  18  million  elderly  men  and  women 
in  this  Nation,  most  of  whom  cannot  af- 
ford the  exorbitant  rates  of  private 
health  insurance  companies.  I  fervently 
hope  that  we  in  the  Senate  will  today  ap- 
prove the  proposal  for  the  benefit  of  all 
Americans. 

Mr.  President,  an  amendment  is  pend- 
ing to  the  social  security  bill  to  include 
physicians  and  surgeons  under  its  cov- 
erage. It  is  a  happy  personal  recollection 
that  back  in  March  of  1946,  as  the  then 
president  of  the  Cuyahoga  County  Bar 
Association ,  I  was  the  very  first  bar  as- 
sociation president  in  the  United  States 
to  appear  before  a  congressional  commit- 
tee advocating  the  inclusion  of  self- 
employed  lawyers  under  the  beneficent 
provisions  of  our  social  security  law.  In 
the  course  of  my  testimony  before  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Finance,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]  complimented  me  upon  being  the 
first  bar  association  president  to  so  ad- 
vocate inclusion  of  lawyers  under  the  so- 
cial security  program,  and  said  that 
doubtless  self-employed  attorneys  would 
have  been  included  long  ago  had  rep- 
resentatives of  the  bar  come  before  the 
committee  advocating  it. 

The  political  doctors  controlling  the 
House  of  Delegates  of  the  American  Med- 
ical Association  have  consistently  op- 
posed the  inclusion  of  doctors  under  so- 
cial security.  They  have  even  resisted 
strong  sentiment  within  the  ranks  of 
the  AM  A  itself  to  give  coverage  to  doc- 
tors. Yet,  wherever  they  have  been 
polled,  physicians  and  surgeons  have 
overwhelmingly  expressed  their  desire 
to  be  included  under  social  security.  In 
my  own  State  of  Ohio,  in  a  vote  taken 
among  approximately  8,000  doctors,  al- 
most two-thirds  voted  for  inclusion  un- 
der social  security.  The  medical  pro- 
fession, as  a  result  of  the  activities  of 
a  small  minority  of  political  doctors,  is 
the  only  profession  now  excluded. 

It  has  been  proposed  by  some  that 
coverage  under  the  Social  Security  Act 
for  self-employed  physicians  be  on  a  vol- 
untary or  optional  basis. 

Were  self-employed  physicians  and 
surgeons  to  be  granted  this  special  priv- 
ilege, obviously  young  professional  men 
might  not  be  interested.  If  they  choose 
not  to  join  the  social  security  system 
and  have  that  coverage,  which  gives  full 
retirement  payments  in  event  of 
disability,  or  at  the  age  of  65  or  there- 
after, the  social  security  fund  would  not 
have  the  premiums  paid  in  as  paid  by 
other  professional  men  at  the  time  of 
payment  of  their  income  taxes.  Those 
physicians  and  surgeons  in  their  sixties 
naturally  would  join  the  social  security 
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system  and  have  the  benefit  of  social  se- 
curity coverage. 

Mr.  President,  obviously,  no  insurance 
and  survivors  system  would  long  con- 
tinue to  be  actuarially  sound  if  coverage 
were  granted  to  certain  favored  profes- 
sionals on  an  optional  basis. 

We  are  determined  that  our  old-age 
survivors  and  insurance  system  become 
universal  applying  to  all  employed  and 
all  self-employed  and  that  our  elderly 
upon  retirement  may  live  in  dignity  and 
comfort.  Something  deep  inside  a  per- 
son following  a  lifetime  of  work  is  of- 
fended if. upon  retirement  he  or  she  is 
granted  a  mere  handout  and  denied 
necessary  hospital  and  nursing  home 
care. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  recognized 
for  2  minutes. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system 
to  provide  child's  insurance  benefits  be- 
yond age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide 
widow's  benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced 
basis,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain  in- 


dividuals not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72, 
to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the 
trust  funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, since  we  have  used  more  of  the 
time  available  to  us  than  the  proponents 
have  used  of  their  time,  I  hope  that  the 
proponents  are  ready  to  proceed. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
time  necessary  for  the  quorum  call  be 
charged  equally  against  both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.    Mr.  President  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  Gore 
amendment. 
The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  pend- 
ing amendment  is,  with  some  relatively 
minor  changes,  the  original  King- 
Anderson  bill.  It  becomes  necessary,  in 
the  view  of  the  strong  proponents  of  the 
King- Anderson  bill,  to  offer  it  as  an 
amendment  to  the  Long  amendment. 
This  was  necessary  in  our  view  because 
the  Long  amendment,  if  adopted,  would 
raise  the  social  security  tax  to  a  total  of 
10  percent  and  increase  social  security 
benefits  correspondingly,  without  the  in- 
clusion of  any  form  of  health  insurance 
through  social  security. 

It  was  our  view  that,  whether  intended 
or  not,  the  adoption  of  the  Long  amend- 
ment would  kill  health  insurance 
through  social  security.  This,  briefly,  is 
why  the  amendment  is  offered  to  the 
Long  amendment.  We  wish  to  have  a 
clear-cut  choice. 

The  parliamentary  situation  was  such, 
and  is  such,  that  the  total  proposal  is 
offered  in  2  amendments,  the  principal 
one  being  the  pending  amendment. 

Upon  adoption  of  the  pending  amend- 
ment, the  second  amendment  will  fol- 
low in  due  course.  I  will  ask  for  recog- 
nition immediately  following  the  yea  and 
nay  vote  on  the  pending  amendment  for 
the  purpose  of  offering  the  second 
amendment. 

The  Parliamentarian  has  advised  me 
the  second  amendment  will  then  be  in 
order  as  an  amendment  to  the  Long 
amendment  as  amended  by  the  Gore 
amendment. 

At  that  time  it  is  my  understanding 
that  the  able  senior  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Javits]  will  have  an  amend- 
ment to  offer. 

Would  the  distinguished  senior  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  like  to  state,  now 
as  "briefly  as  possible,  the  amendment 
which  he  proposes  to  offer? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Yes,  if  the  Senator  will 
yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  GORE.   I  yield  for  that  purpose. 


Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  for  a 
long  time  a  number  of  my  colleagues  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  and  I  have  con- 
tended for  a  private  enterprise  aspect  to 
any  medical  care  plan.  Such  a  plan 
satisfactory  to  us  was  included  in  the 
bill  which  was  voted  on  in  1962,  and 
which  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson]  and  I  sponsored.  We 
are  all  grateful  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  is  desirous  that  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  sponsor  the 
amendment;  and  we  hope  that  it  will  be 
carried.  I  have  done  my  utmost  to  make 
it  possible  to  have  the  private  enterprise 
aspect  included  with  the  Gore  amend- 
ment. 

I  am  pleased  to  say  that,  under  the 
parliamentary  situation,  we  expect  to 
attack  the  private  enterprise  aspect  of 
the  Gore  amendment  to  the  Long 
amendment  before  it  is  submitted  as 
amended  for  a  final  vote. 

The  provisions  of  the  amendment 
which  I  have  described  are  as  follows: 

It  proposes  a  dual  public -private  pro- 
gram with  the  public  part  being  the  Gore 
amendment  which  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  has  described  and  the  private 
part,  a  national  private  health  insurance 
plan,  covering  expenses  for  physicians' 
and  surgeons'  care,  diagnostic  and  sur- 
gical services,  and  drugs  and  appliances. 

It  calls  for  a  nationwide  federally 
chartered  nonprofit  corporation  with 
subsidiary  regional  corporations  in 
which  private  insurance  and  group  serv- 
ice companies  can  participate.  Private 
insurers  would  develop  a  plan  providing 
uniform  basic  coverage  nationally  at 
uniform  low  rates  but  with  regional 
variations. 

This  standard  insurance  policy  would 
be  available  to  everyone  over  65  who 
wanted  to  buy  it  on  a  voluntary  basis. 

The  estimated  cost  would  be  about  $2 
per  person  per  week  covered,  and  should, 
therefore  be  within  the  financial  reach 
of  80  percent  of  our  aging  citizens. 

To  make  this  nationwide  complemen- 
tary insurance  possible,  under  conditions 
that  would  permit  pooling  of  losses  made 
necessary  by  accepting  all  applicants 
without  selection,  and  removal  of  legal 
and  other  obstacles  to  very  low-cost  in- 
surance, the  proposal  provides  for  lim- 
ited exemption  for  participating  compa- 
nies from  provisions  of  the  antitrust 
laws  and  for  a  symbol  to  be  issued  by  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  signifying  official  public  en- 
dorsement of  the  basic  complementary 
insurance  plan. 

I  refer  Senators  who  may  wish  specifi- 
cations as  to  what  would  be  the  coverage 
involved  in  amendment  No.  1240  spon- 
sored by  myself  and  some  of  my  col- 
leagues, on  page  64,  beginning  at  line 
15,  which  sets  forth  in  detail  the  kind  of 
physician  and  surgical  coverage,  diag- 
nostic, and  other  services,  which  would 
be  covered  by  such  an  insurance  policy. 

In  summary — and  I  shall  be  brief — 
this  is  a  national  65-plus  plan,  without 
selection  of  risks,  organized  on  a  re- 
gional basis,  and  bringing  within  the 
means  of  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
our  older  citizens  private  health  insur- 
ance, over  and  above  the  basic  hospital 
coverage   provided   for   in   the  Gore 
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amendment.  It  is  derived  from  the  fun- 
damental plan  which  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  and  I  laid 
before  the  Senate,  and  for  which  we  have 
contended  so  long. 

The  reason  why  we  believe  in  it  so 
strongly,  and  the  reason  why  we  are 
pleased  that  our  colleagues  in  the  Sen- 
ate under  Senator  Gore  and  his  associ- 
ates, have  now  joined  with  us,  as  did 
Senator  Anderson  previously,  is  that  the 
plan  has  a  built-in  guarantee  against 
expansion  of  the  governmental  system, 
because  over  and  above  the  minimal 
provisions  of  the  governmental  system, 
which  would  be  put  into  effect  by 
the  Gore  amendment,  everything  else  is 
capable  of  being  handled  by  private  en- 
terprise. 

When  we  add  to  this  program  the 
Kerr-Mills  Act  for  the  indigent,  we  have 
a  complete  system  of  health  coverage  for 
our  older  people  without  constantly  in- 
creasing the  Federal  role. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  have  listened  with  great  interest  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York.  Is  his  plan  to 
be  financed  through  social  security,  or  is 
the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  beyond  the  Gore  amendment,  and 
to  be  financed  through  private  enter- 
prise? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  is  entirely  private. 
By  cooperative  means,  and  with  the  help 
of  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State 
governments,  it  would  bring  the  cost 
down  to  about  half  of  what  it  is  today. 

If  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  will  in- 
dulge me  further,  the  real  problem  of  the 
aged  today  was  well  stated  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long].  It  is 
true  that  half  of  the  aged,  9  million,  have 
private  insurance  policies.  It  is  also 
true,  however,  that  nearly  one-fourth  of 
that  one-half — in  other  words,  about  2 
or  3  million — have  adequate  private  in- 
surance to  meet  75  percent  of  their  med- 
ical expenses.  That  is  what  the  Ameri- 
can Hospital  Association  defines  as  ade- 
quate. The  reason  is  that  the  premium 
is  out  of  their  range.  What  we  are  try- 
ing to  do  is  create  a  system  by  which  the 
premium  can  be  cut  in  half.  It  can  be 
done  in  the  way  proposed.  It  would 
be  an  entirely  private  operation.  The 
only  thing  the  Federal  Government 
would  do  would  be  to  facilitate  the  co- 
operative means  by  which  the  program 
would  be  carried  on. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  social  secu- 
rity end  would  be  entirely  eliminated  if 
the  suggestion  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  were  adopted.    Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  JAVITS.  As  to  everything  over 
and  above  the  basic  hospitalization  pro- 
visions contained  in  the  Gore  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  before  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  I  should 
like  to  make  a  brief  statement.  The  able 
Senator  from  New  York  and  those  asso- 
ciated with  him  in  advancing  this  pro- 
posal have,  in  my  view,  accomplished  a 
great  deal  more  than  can  be  read  in  the 
black  and  white  of  the  amendment. 


At  first  I  was  not  persuaded  as  to  the 
soundness  of  his  proposal.  Other  mem- 
bers of  our  group — and  this  has  been  a 
rather  large  group,  and  we  have  worked 
intensively  day  and  night — were  not  per- 
suaded either.  However,  I  am  now  con- 
vinced that  if  we  can  bring  about  en- 
couragement and  stimulation — even  a 
sponsorship  by  the  Federal  Government 
of  private  insurance  in  this  field  under 
proper  safeguards,  we  shall  have  com- 
pleted, insofar  as  we  can  do  it  at  this 
time,  provisions  for  the  health  protection 
opportunities  of  the  American  people  of 
65  years  of  age  and  over. 

Let  me  emphasize  that  the  King- 
Anderson  bill  does  not  provide  for  pay- 
ment of  physicians'  fees.  There  are  areas 
in  which  insurance  can  be  purchased  to 
complement  and  supplement  the  pre- 
paid health  insurance  under  social 
security. 

The  able  Senator  from  New  York,  the 
able  senior  Senator  from  California,  and 
others  convinced  our  group  that  his  pro- 
posal in  its  modified  form  is  a  necessary 
and  a  helpful  part  of  the  package. 

I  take  1  additional  minute,  before  I 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ohio,  to  dis- 
cuss the  points  on  which  we  were  at  first 
in  disagreement  and  upon  which  we 
finally  have  reached  agreement. 

The  amendment  as  originally  submit- 
ted by  the  Senator  from  New  York  in- 
cluded two  major  provisions,  neither  of 
which  will  now  be  in  the  amendment. 
One  was  complete  tax  exemption,  Fed- 
eral and  State. 

The  other  provided  for  Federal  regu- 
lation of  the  participating  insurance 
companies. 

We  were  unable  to  agree  to  the  provi- 
sion for  tax  exemption.  We  thought 
that  would  be  a  dangerous  precedent. 
Federal  regulation  could  be  justified  only 
if  tax  exemption  were  granted.  The 
compromise  was  reached  to  eliminate 
both  provisions. 

There  has  never  been  Federal  regula- 
tion of  insurance  companies.  To  so  pro- 
vide would  be  to  set  a  precedent.  It 
would  be  unwise  to  authorize  complete 
tax  exemption. 

Therefore,  with  those  two  provisions 
taken  out  of  the  amendment,  we  will  ac- 
cept it,  at  the  proper  time. 

I  now  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  follow  up  the  thought  developed  by 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Saltonstall].  Am  I  correct  in  my  un- 
derstanding that  if  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  New  York  were  adopted, 
it  would  impose  no  financial  obligation, 
either  on  the  general  fund  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  or  upon  the  social  se- 
curity fund,  but  would  merely  authorize 
the  creation  of  regional  health  insurance 
corporations,  limited  by  governmental 
regulations,  to  sell  insurance,  paid  for 
by  the  beneficiary,  to  provide  for  him 
medical  services  and  drug  services? 

Mr.  JAVITS.   That  is  exactly  correct. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  the  part  I 
like  best  in  the  Javits  proposal.  He  tries 
to  make  it  possible  to  build  a  structure 


of  private  insurance  on  the  basic  struc- 
ture which  is  covered  by  social  security. 
He  wants  to  guarantee  for  all  time  that 
that  part  of  the  superstructure  shall  be 
private  insurance.  I  agree  with  him.  I 
believe  that  the  business  of  insurance, 
when  it  comes  to  the  insurance  of  surgi- 
cal bills,  and  things  of  that  nature,  is 
fundamentally  something  which  the  pri- 
vate enterprise  sector  can  well  handle. 
That  is  why,  in  the  bill  we  introduced 
some  time  ago.  we  accepted  most  of  the 
proposals  of  the  Senator  from  New  York. 
He  has  made  a  fine  contribution  again  by 
seeking  to  guarantee  as  I  want  to  guar- 
antee, that  over  and  above  the  social  se- 
curity approach  for  people  who  are  work- 
ing and  want  to  be  protected,  the  pri- 
vate enterprise  sector  will  be  allowed  to 
operate.  We  know  that  if  the  private 
sector  is  to  operate  in  the  program,  it 
will  be  necessary  to  have  meetings  to  dis- 
cuss rates.  That  might  be  called  col- 
lusion. But  that  is  a  factor  that  must 
be  considered  when  we  are  trying  to  pro- 
tect the  old  people  of  the  country,  which 
is  what  the  Senator  from  New  York  is 
seeking  to  do. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  cirrectly  stated  my  views. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  for  2  min- 
utes to  me? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  am  elated  by  this  de- 
velopment which,  in  my  view,  is  com- 
pletely in  the  public  interest.  I  have 
been  glad  to  participate  with  Senators 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  as  a  cosponsor, 
in  an  attempt  to  offer  to  this  Congress 
a  realistic  constructive  solution  to  a 
pressing  and  growing  national  problem 
for  the  elderly  people  of  our  Nation. 
What  we  have  tried  to  do — and  it  has 
been  iterated  and  reiterated  today,  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate — has  been  to  utilize 
not  solely  the  Government  of  the  United 
States,  not  solely  the  public  sector  of  our 
economy,  but  the  private  economic  sys- 
tem of  enterprise  as  well. 

In  the  second  title  of  the  bill  which 
some  of  us  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  spon- 
sored, we  endeavored  to  provide  an  in- 
centive, as  the  able  Senator  from  Tennes- 
see has  suggested,  to  the  private  insur- 
ance business  of  America,  by  which  the 
risks  involved  would  be  pooled,  and  un- 
der which  the  cost  to  the  beneficiary 
would  be  lowered;  and  then,  on  a  com- 
plete basis  of  option — buying  it  or  re- 
fusing to  buy  it — offering  to  Americans, 
over  the  age  of  65,  a  private  insurance 
policy  for  medical  and  surgical  costs, 
which,  as  my  able  friend  from  New  York 
has  suggested,  are  not  a  part,  and  never 
have  been  a  part,  of  the  social  security 
approach  which  covers  hospitalization 
and  nursing  home  care. 

I  am  more  than  grateful — I  am  truly 
delighted — as  an  American,  that  Sena- 
tors on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle,  in- 
cluding the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  and  our  able 
■friend  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson], 
who  first  brought  this  problem  before  the 
Senate  several  years  ago,  and  others, 
have  now  agreed,  as  a  result  of  consulta- 
tion, to  use  what  I  may  describe  as  title 
2  of  our  bill.  We  demonstrate  today,  that 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  we  are  making 
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progress  in  an  attempt  to  use  both  the 
public  and  the  private  sectors  to  give  to 
the  American  people,  as  they  approach 
old  age,  an  opportunity  to  have  in  their 
latter  years  substantial  protection  from 
the  hazards  of  serious  illness  and  the 
prodigious  costs  which  are  involved  in 
modern  day  health  care. 

I  am  glad  to  have  joined  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  and  other 
Senators  over  here  on  this  approach. 
Now  I  am  equally  glad  that  our  col- 
leagues representing  the  majority  party 
have  accepted  what  we  have  sponsored. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  briefly  to 
me? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  would  not  have  been 
possible  to  come  as  far  as  we  have  come 
in  respect  of  this  amendment  without 
the  assistance  of  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel],  who 
has  been  extremely  active  in  the  negotia- 
tions which  have  brought  us  to  this  pres- 
ent stage  of  agreement.  I  am  deeply 
grateful  to  him,  as  I  feel  certain  the 
whole  Nation,  and  especially  its  older 
people,  will  be  deeply  grateful  to  him,  for 
his  assistance  in  making  the  proposal 
become  a  reality. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  To  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  I  say  it  is  most 
important  that  the  Senate  understands 
that  this  is  not  a  brainchild  of  mine. 
It  started  many  years  ago,  in  1949,  as  a 
bill  in  the  other  body;  and,  interestingly, 
with  the  extraordinary  sponsorship  of 
persons  like  Christian  Herter  and  Rich- 
ard Nixon.  It  has  required  many  years, 
and  it  has  been  necessary  to  go  through 
many  stages  to  reach  this  point  of  de- 
velopment. 

Even  so,  I  should  say  that  it  would  not 
have  been  as  authoritative  as  it  is  now 
had  it  not  been  supported  within  the 
immediate  present — that  is,  within  the 
past  year,  1963-64— by  a  most  distin- 
guished panel  called  the  National  Com- 
mittee on  Health  Care  of  the  Aged, 
headed  by  two  former  Republican  Sec- 
retaries of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare, Arthur  Plemming  and  Marion  Fol- 
som.  The  committee  also  had  among 
its  members  the  president  of  Johns  Hop- 
kins Hospital,  the  dean  of  the  Yale  Medi- 
cal School,  insurance  representatives,  and 
representatives  of  big  business.  I  do  not 
believe  there  could  have  been  a  more 
representative  panel.  The  names  are  in 
the  Record.  This  is  their  plan,  after  a 
year's  study,  research,  and  investigation. 
It  is  said  that  this  is  the  answer.  If  we 
pride  ourselves  on  the  fact  that  we  seek 
to  use  the  brains  of  our  Nation,  we  cer- 
tainly ought  to  pride  ourselves  upon 
what  is  happening  here  today. 

Neither  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
nor  I  can  guarantee  what  the  Senate  will 
do;  but  it  is  important  that  the  Senate 
understand  that  this  proposal  is  the 
creation  of  some  of  the  most  thoughtful 
men  in  the  Nation,  rather  than  the  idea 
of  some  individual  Senator. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  reserve 
the  remainder  of  my  time. 


Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will 
some  Senator  yield  time  to  me? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  does  not  know  what  I  am 
about  to  say. 

Mr.  GORE.    That  is  all  right. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky  is  about  to  speak 
against  the  amendment,  I  shall  yield 
time  to  him.  How  much  time  does  the 
Senator  wish? 

Mr.  COOPER.    Four  minutes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  4 
minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
vote  against  the  Gore  amendment  with 
reluctance.  In  1962  I  voted  for  the  An- 
derson-Javits  proposal,  of  which  I  was  a 
cosponsor,  and  I  have  believed  from  my 
study  of  medical  care  over  a  period  of 
years  that  it  will  not  be  possible  to  pro- 
vide a  program  for  hospital  care  for  16 
million  people  65  years  of  age  and  over, 
unless  it  is  provided,  at  least  chiefly,  un- 
der the  social  security  system.  Never- 
theless, I  cannot  vote  for  the  Gore  pro- 
posal, because  I  cannot  believe  that  it  is 
sound. 

In  1962,  before  the  Senate  voted  upon 
the  Anderson-Javits  proposal  for  hospital 
care,  there  was  ample  opportunity,  for 
many  months,  to  discuss  its  provisions 
with  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  and 
with  his  cosponsors,  and  also  with  rep- 
resentatives of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare.  Upon  every  oc- 
casion we  received  categorical  assurance 
that  the  Anderson-Javits  proposal  could 
be  financed  by  the  taxes  provided,  and 
that  the  program  was  actuarially  sound. 
In  addition,  Senator  Anderson  agreed  to 
accept  certain  amendments  offered  by 
six  members  on  this  side  of  the  aisle — 
of  which  I  was  one — in  order  to  assure 
that  a  separate  trust  fund  would  be  es- 
tablished and  that  local  responsibility 
would  be  provided  through  State  par- 
ticipation in  administration. 

Now  we  are  asked  to  vote  upon  the 
Gore  amendment,  which  was  not  consid- 
ered by  the  House  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means  or  by  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Finance. 

The  Gore  amendment  includes  the  level 
of  increases  provided  by  the  Committee 
on  Finance  for  the  regular  beneficiaries 
of  the  social  security  system — an  average 
of  5  percent — in  fact,  it  would  increase 
the  payments;  it  also  provides,  as  does 
the  House  bill,  a  means  of  enlarging  the 
number  of  persons  who  would  be  entitled 
to  regular  social  security  benefits.  I  fa- 
vor these  improvements  in  the  regular 
social  security  system.  But,  in  addition, 
the  Gore  amendment  adds  a  program  of 
hospitalization  with  increased  taxes  on 
employees  and  employers,  and  increases 
the  yearly  pay  that  would  be  subject  to 
tax  from  the  present  $4,800  to  $5,600. 

I  respect  the  ability  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  and  the  sincerity  of  his 
purpose  in  offering  the  amendment.  But 
there  is  no  proof  before  us  from  the 
committees  of  the  House  or  Senate,  or 
from  any  other  source,  that  provides  me, 
or  the  Senate,  with  any  facts  or  proof 
that  the  program  he  proposes  is  finan- 


cially sound,  and  that  it  could  assure 
the  hospital  and  other  medical  care  it 
promises. 

Believing  as  I  do  that  people,  when 
they  reach  the  age  of  65,  ought  to  have 
assured  provision  for  illnesses  that  re- 
quire hospital  care,  and  for  nursing  and 
day  care  outside  the  hospital,  the  least  we 
can  do  is  to  assure  that  any  system 
adopted  is  sound,  so  that  it  will  actually 
be  able  to  provide  such  services.  To  do 
otherwise  would  be  to  hold  out  false 
hope  to  the  very  people  we  propose  to 
insure. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  COOPER.   I  yield. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Do  I  correctly 
understand  the  Senator's  argument  to 
be  that  if  the  Gore  amendment  were 
adopted,  it  would  imperil  the  financial 
soundness  of  the  whole  social  security 
system  and  would  upset  the  benefit  pay- 
ments that  might  be  available  for  all 
citizens? 

Mr.  COOPER.    I  do  not  know;  and 

1  do  not  believe  any  of  us  really  know. 
But  without  any  conclusive  proof,  we 
are  asked  to  accept  the  Gore  amend- 
ment— a  broad  change  in  the  social  se- 
curity system.  If  it  should  be  actuari- 
ally unsound,  it  would,  of  course,  affect 
the  regular  beneficiaries  of  the  social 
security  system;  and  it  would  possibly 
deny  needed  increases  in  payments.  If  it 
is  unsound,  it  could  fail  to  provide  for 
16  million  people  65  years  of  age  and 
over — the  great  percentage  of  whom 
have  very  low  incomes,  and  who  are  un- 
able either  to  pay  large  hospital  bills,  or 
to  purchase  private  insurance — the  hos- 
pitalization, nursing  services,  and  day- 
care benefits  it  proposes. 

The  second  reason  I  shall  vote  against 
the  amendment — it  may  not  be  an  argu- 
ment upon  the  merits — is  that  I  believe 
that  it  is  inevitable,  after  political  con- 
ventions have  been  held  and  after  the 
political  nominees  have  been  selected, 
that  unsound  proposals  for  hospital  care 
will  be  made.  This  was  done  in  1960 — 
when  I  voted  against  a  similar  medical 
plan,  for  it  was  not  a  good  plan  as  pre- 
sented. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has 
expired. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  2  additional  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kentucky  is  recognized  for 

2  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  do  not  agree  with  the 
position  of  my  own  nominee  who  is 
against  using  the  social  security  program 
for  providing  hospital  benefits,  but  that 
has  nothing  to  do  with  my  reasons.  I 
question  these  proposals  in  a  campaign 
year,  after  political  conventions  have 
been  held. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  -from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff]  illustrates 
the  point  that  I  am  making.  Upon  its 
face  it  seems  reasonable  that  a  person 
can  make  a  choice  between  increased 
regular  social  security  payments  or  cer- 
tain medical  care  benefits.  But  all  of  us 
who  know  anything  about  the  problems 
of  needy  people  know  that  most  of  the 
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people  receiving  social  security  payments 
will  choose  increases  in  their  payments, 
rather  than  benefits  for  hospital  care 
which  may  or  may  not  occur  in  the  near 
future. 

The  people  least  able  to  pay  for  hos- 
pital care  need  this  assurance  the  most, 
and  they  would  be  the  most  likely  to 
make  the  irrevocable  choice  of  increased 
social  security  payments  rather  than  fu- 
ture hospital  care.  If  this  should  occur, 
then  we  can  ask  what  about  the  sound- 
ness of  the  trust  fund  for  hospital  care. 

I  doubt  very  much  that  the  Gore  pro- 
posal, if  it  is  adopted  by  the  Senate,  will 
be  accepted  by  the  House,  for  the  very 
reason  that  it  has  not  had  thorough  con- 
sideration. It  is  important  for  the  peo- 
ple whom  it  would  benefit,  that  a  hos- 
pital care  bill  for  persons  65  years  of  age 
and  over  be  considered  as  carefully  as 
the  tax  bill  was  considered,  for  we  are 
dealing  with  their  future  health  and 
their  life,  as  well  as  with  a  major  change 
in  the  social  security  system. 

Let  us  remember,  and  let  all  of  the 
people  of  our  country  remember,  what- 
ever our  personal  financial  condition  and 
our  ability  to  provide  for  our  future 
health  needs,  that  many  are  not  in  the 
kind  of  fortunate  circumstances  that 
would  enable  them  to  make  provision  for 
all  of  their  present  and  future  needs. 

This  bill  ought  to  be  brought  up  early 
in  the  new  session  of  the  Congress,  when 
it  can  be  thoroughly  considered.  I  re- 
gret that  it  has  become  the  practice  to 
advance  this  important  measure  after 
the  political  conventions  have  been  held, 
and  when  it  must  inevitably  become  a 
political  issue  rather  than  a  careful  effort 
to  insure  that  the  future  needs  of  our 
older  citizens  are  best  met. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  has 
expired. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  yield  for 
a  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Who 
yields  time  to  the  Senator  from  Massa- 
chusetts? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  1  min- 
ute to  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  is  recog- 
nized for  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana. 

What  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  is 
saying  is  that  if  this  amendment  should 
be  added  to  the  bill,  it  would  involve  two 
very  important  human  problems. 

First.  It  would  increase  social  security 
benefits  to  the  point  where  they  might  be 
helpful. 

Second.  There  is  the  question  of  care 
for  the  aged.  If  we  tie  those  two  together 
in  the  bill  now  pending,  we  shall  ruin 
the  benefits  of  both  programs ;  is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  COOPER.  That  is  my  fear;  but 
we  do  not  know,  because  the  proposal  is 
brought  up  at  this  time  as  a  part  of  a 
political  contest. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  thank  the  Sen- 
ator from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President  


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  such  time  to  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller]  as  he  may  re- 
quire. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  we  now 
have  before  us  an  amendment  to  add  to 
the  social  security  system,  a  program  to 
provide  to  all  people  over  65,  regardless 
of  their  financial  condition,  90  days'  hos- 
pital care,  with  the  patient  paying  part 
of  the  initial  cost,  or  45  days  with  the 
patient  paying  none  of  the  costs;  60  days' 
nursing  home  care  and  up  to  240  visits 
by  a  nurse  to  the  patient's  home.  No 
doctor  bills  or  costs  of  medicine  would 
be  provided.  This  proposal  is  backed  by 
President  Johnson  and  his  administra- 
tion. 

It  is  one  of  the  most  unfair  proposals 
ever  presented  to  the  Congress,  and  it 
should  be  defeated. 

It  is  unfair  on  three  counts. 

First.  It  is  unfair  to  the  millions  of 
people  in  the  social  security  program 
who  are  rightly  alarmed  over  the  serious 
financial  condition  of  the  social  security 
program.  Down  through  the  years,  the 
Congress  has  been  expanding  the  cover- 
age and  benefits  of  the  program  faster 
than  it  has  been  providing  for  the  tax 
money  needed  to  pay  for  them.  Rough- 
ly about  $3  in  benefits  have  been  legis- 
lated with  only  $2  in  tax  money  to  pay 
for  them.  The  result  is  that  the  pro- 
gram today  has  an  unfunded  liability  or 
deficit  of  some  $320  billion.  In  other 
words,  if  we  take  what  is  left  in  the  So- 
cial Security  Trust  Fund  and  add  to  that 
all  of  the  tax  money  that  will  come  in — 
both  from  the  employer  and  the  em- 
ployee, as  well  as  from  the  self-em- 
ployed— and  match  this  against  the 
value  of  the  pensions  and  benefits  that 
all  people  now  in  the  program — both 
those  who  are  retired  and  those  who  are 
working — can  expect  to  receive,  we  find 
that  the  social  security  program  is  $320 
billion  short. 

This  shortage  can  be  made  up  only  by 
the  younger  workers  and  the  future  gen- 
erations who  will — between  them  and 
their  employers — pay  into  the  program 
around  $167  in  taxes  for  every  $100  they 
can  ever  hope  to  receive  in  benefits. 

The  pending  amendment  will  add  an 
estimated  $25  to  $60  billion  to  the  un- 
funded liability  of  the  social  security 
program,  because  some  16  million  peo- 
ple will  automatically  become  eligible  for 
benefits,  even  though  they  have  never 
paid  any  tax  money  to  finance  them;  and 
millions  of  others  in  the  middle-age 
bracket  will  pay  only  a  fraction  in  taxes 
of  the  value  of  the  benefits  they  will  re- 
ceive. This  would  be  so  whether  any  of 
these  people  can  afford  to  pay  for  their 
own  hospitalization  and  nursing  home 
care  out  of  their  own  resources. 

On  May  29,  1963,  Representative  Wil- 
bur Mills,  chairman  of  the  House  Ways 
and  Means  Committee,  introduced  a  bill 
(H.R.  6688)  which  would  increase  the 
earnings  base  from  $4,800  to  $5,400.  His 
action  followed  a  report  covering  the 
social  security  trust  funds  which  indi- 
cated that  the  social  security  disability 


trust  fund  would  go  broke  if  increased 
financing  was  not  provided  for  by  Con- 
gress. 

This  amendment  goes  in  just  the  oppo- 
site direction— adding  to  the  financial 
plight  of  the  social  security  program.  I 
believe  that  most  people  do  not  wish  to 
have  the  social  security  program  threat- 
ened by  any  unsound  financial  tinkering 
such  as  this  amendment  represents. 

What  they  wish  is  assurance  that  when 
they  receive  their  pensions  they  will  be 
worth  something.  That  is  really  what 
the  main  bill  is  all  about.  It  would  in- 
crease the  dollars  in  the  pensions,  and 
it  is  necessary  to  do  so  in  order  that  so- 
cial security  recipients  will  have  some  of 
their  purchasing  power  restored — pur- 
chasing power  which  has  been  steadily 
eaten  away  by  the  inflation  which  the 
Democratic  Congresses,  with  their  multi- 
billion  deficit  spending,  have  produced. 
The  bill  provides  for  tax  increases  and 
an  increase  in  the  earnings  base  which 
will  finance  these  pension  increases,  and 
therefore  the  bill  can  be  conscientiously 
supported.  But  if  this  amendment  is 
added  to  the  bill,  one  could  not  in  good 
conscience  support  the  bill. 

The  second  count  on  which  this 
amendment  is  unfair  is  that  it  does  not 
provide  adequate  benefits  to  those  who 
really  need  them.  By  giving  benefits  to 
everyone — regardless  of  financial  condi- 
tion— the  benefits  to  each  person  are  nat- 
urally less.  All  of  us  know  that  many 
people  need  more  than  45  to  90  days' 
hospitalization;  and  many  more  need 
more  than  60  days'  nursing  home  care. 
People  who  cannot  afford  it  should  re- 
ceive all  of  the  hospitalization  and  nurs- 
ing home  care  they  need.  This  amend- 
ment says,  in  effect,  to  these  people  that 
they  must  be  deprived  of  adequate  care 
in  order  to  provide  some  care  to  people 
who  can  afford  to  pay  for  it  anyhow. 
This  is  grossly  unfair. 

The  final  count  on  which  this  amend- 
ment is  unfair  is  the  method  of  financing 
that  is  used;  namely,  the  increase  in  the 
social  security  tax.  The  high  income 
bracket  taxpayer  will  pay  just  as  much 
and  at  the  same  rate  as  the  low-income 
bracket  taxpayer.  This  is  regressive 
taxation — -just  the  same  as  a  sales  tax. 
Indeed,  I  wonder  why  the  proponents 
of  the  amendment  have  not  proposed 
to  finance  these  benefits  by  a  national 
sales  tax.  It  would  be  no  more  unfair 
than  what  they  propose. 

The  fair  way  to  handle  any  program 
covering  hospitalization  and  nursing 
home  care  is  to  finance  it  out  of  the  gen- 
eral fund  of  the  Treasury  into  which  tax 
money  is  generally  paid  on  the  basis  of 
relative  ability  to  pay. 

For  these  reasons,  Mr.  President, 
this  administration-backed  amendment 
should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  series  of  tables  and  some 
examples  covering  the  points  to  which 
I  have  referred  in  my  speech  may  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
and  examples  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
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Table  5. — Showing  how  social  security  taxes  and  earnings  base  have  grown 


Period 


1937-49  

1950  

1951-53  

1954  

1955-56  

1957-58  

1959   

1960-61  

1962  

1963-65  

1966-67  

1968  and  after 


Maximum 
earnings 
base 


$3,000 
3,000 
3,600 
3,600 
4,200 
4,200 
4,800 
4,800 
4,800 
4,800 
4,800 
4,800 


Combined 
tax  rate 
employer 

and 
employee 


Percent 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 

4y2 

5 
6 

6M 
7H 
8J£ 
9M 


Employer 
tax 


$30.00 
45.00 
54.00 
72.00 
84.00 
94.50 
120.00 
144.00 
150.00 
174.00 
198.00 
222.00 


Employee 
tax 


$30.00 
45.00 
54.00 
72.00 
84.00 
94.50 
120.00 
144.00 
150.00 
174.00 
198.00 
222.00 


Self- 
employed 
rate 


Percent 
(') 
(') 


2K 
3 
3 

3% 
3*A 
iV2 
4.7 
5.4 
6.2 
6.9 


Self- 
employed 
tax 


(') 

(') 
$81.00 
108.00 
126.00 
141.  75 
180.00 
216.00 
225.60 
259.20 
297.60 
331.20 


Tables  and  Examples 

Table  1. — Showing  increases  in  social  security 
pensions  legislated  by  Congress  in  order  to 
enable  pensioners  to  maintain  their  pur- 
chasing power  in  view  of  decline  in  value 
of  the  dollar 

[Note.— The  example  is  a  worker  having  a  $3,000  annual 
income  base,  single  at  retirement,  and  "fully  covered." 
The  1940  year  figure  is  for  a  worker  retired  under  the 
1935  act.  Other  figures  are  for  a  worker  retired  under 
successive  acts  for  years  indicated) 


Year 

Annual 
pension 

Purchasing 
power  of 

dollar  com- 
pared to 

1939  dollar 

worth  100 
cents 

Real  value 
of  pension 

Cents 

1940  

$499.20 

99.2 

$495.20 

1950  

870.00 

57.8 

502.86 

1952  

930.00 

52.3 

486.  39 

1954   

1, 062. 00 

51.7 

549.  05 

1958  

1, 140.  00 

48. 1 

548.34 

1964  

(') 

44.7 

509.58 

>  No  change  as  of  Sept.  1,  1964. 

Table  2. — Showing  payments  made  by  worker 
and  his  employer,  commencing  in  1937, 
compared  with  pension  for  just  1  year 
following  retirement  under  the  1935  act 
and  successive  acts  ($3,000  base) 


Annual 

Annual 

Year 

Total 

pension 

pension 

payments 

(single) 

(married 

couple) 

1940   

$240. 00 

$499.  20 

$748. 80 

1950  

870.00 

870.00 

1, 305.  60 

1952  

1, 050. 00 

930. 00 

1,  395.  60 

1954  

1,  260.  00 

1,  062.  00 

1, 593.  60 

1958   

1, 770.  00 

1, 140.  00 

1,  713.  60 

1962  

2, 467.  50 

1. 140.  00 

1. 713.  60 

Note.— Multiplying  annual  pension  by  life  expectan- 
cies of  pensioners  would  reveal  the  true  disproportion 
between  the  taxes  paid  and  the  benefits  received. 


Table  3. — Showing  relation  between  value  of 
taxes  to  be  paid  by  present  members  of 
social  security  system  plus  what  is  left  in 
trust  fund  and  value  of  benefits  expected 
to  be  paid  to  present  members  under 
recent  acts 


[In  billions  of  dollars] 


Taxes  plus 

Value  of 

Unfunded 

trust  funds 

benefits 

liability 

1956  act  

217 

486 

269 

1958  act  

2.54 

543 

289 

1960  act  

276 

587 

311 

1961  act  

304 

625 

321 

Note.— Acts  of  1956,  1960,  and  1961  did  not  increase 
pensions,  but  liberalized  coverage  (e.g.,  brought  in 
members  of  Armed  Forces,  professional  self-employed, 
permitted  optional  retirement  at  age  62,  etc.). 

Table  4. — Showing  relation  between  value  of 
taxes  to  be  paid  by  new  workers  coming 
into  the  Social  Security  system  and  their 
employers,  and  value  of  benefits  to  be  paid 
to  them  upon  retirement 


Taxes 

Benefits 

Ratio  of 
taxes  to 
benefits 

Billions 

Billions 

Percent 

1956  act   

$563 

$335 

168 

1958  act  

641 

377 

170 

1960  act  

682 

404 

169 

1961  act   

719 

431 

167 

1  Not  covered. 

Table  6. — Showing  how,  even  in  recent  years, 
taxpayments  are  falling  short  of  funding 
benefit  payments  {by  fiscal  year) 
[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Year 

Tax  pay- 
ments 

Benefit 
payments 

Deficit 

1958  

7,267 
7,565 
9,843 
11,293 
11,455 
13,328 

7,875 
9,049 
10,270 
11, 185 
12,658 
13,  845 

608 
1,484 
427 
(+108) 
1,203 
517 

1959..   

I960.  

1961_   

1962  

1963  

EXAMPLES  OF  TAXPAYMENTS  VERSUS  RETIREMENT 
BENEFITS 

1.  Worker  retired  in  1940,  wife  same  age. 
Before  retirement,  worker  and  employer  had 
paid  social  security  taxes  for  3  years.  Total 
tax  combined — $180.  Since  retirement,  this 
man  and  wife  have  been  drawing  benefits  for 
22  %  years,  totaling  $24,973. 

2.  Worker  who  retired  last  January  1  after 
paying  maximum  social  security  tax  since 
1937,  total  combined  with  his  employer — 
$2,868.  Add  interest  at  3  perecnt  and  this 
contribution  to  the  trust  fund  would  come 
to  $3,714.  Pension  from  now  on  will  bring 
him  and  his  wife  (same  age)  $32,074. 

3.  College  graduate  started  working  in 
1962,  paying  maximum  social  security  tax 
until  retirement  in  year  2005.  Total  com- 
bined tax  with  empolyer — $18,564.  Add  in- 
terest at  3  percent  and  this  contribution  to 
the  fund  would  come  to  $36,226.  Pension 
for  him  and  his  wife  (same  age)  would  bring 
total  of  $33,664. 

4.  Young  man  gets  job  in  1968  and  pays 
maximum  tax  from  then  until  retirement  in 
year  2011.  Total  combined  tax  with  em- 
ployer— $19,092.  Add  interest  at  3  percent 
and  this  contribution  to  the  trust  fund  would 
come  to  $37,954.  Assuming  this  man  is 
widower,  with  no  dependents,  and  lives  only 
2  years  after  retirement,  benefits  would  total 
$3,048. 

Mr.  DOMINICK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  do  not  have  the  floor, 
but  

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  30  seconds  to  the  Senator 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dominick]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  is  recognized  for 
30  seconds. 


Mr.  DOMINICK.  I  endorse  what  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  has  just  said.  I  be- 
lieve that  his  analysis  of  the  defects  in 
the  bill  is  about  as  good  as  any  we  have 
heard.  It  is  succinct,  clear,  and  well- 
thought  out. 

I  thoroughly  endorse  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  my  friend  the 
Senator  from  Colorado  for  his  gracious 
remarks. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  old-age,  survi- 
vors, and  disability  insurance  system,  to 
provide  child's  insurance  benefits  beyond 
age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's 
benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to 
provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals 
not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  im- 
prove the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, I  yield  3  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Ohio. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Ohio  is  recognized  for  3 
minutes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  can- 
not support  the  Gore  amendment.  I 
cannot  do  so  for  two  reasons.  It  con- 
templates increasing  the  benefits  to  be 
received  by  those  covered  under  the 
social  security  system,  and,  it  contem- 
plates providing  medicare  protection  that 
is  somewhat  reduced  from  the  medicare 
protection  contained  in  the  King-Ander- 
son bill. 

I  would  favor  either  one  or  the  other. 
I  cannot  favor  both.  I  cannot  do  so  at 
this  time  because  of  the  pointed  dispute 


that  exists  between  the  proponents  of 
the  Long  program  and  the  proponents 
of  the  Gore  program  concerning  what 
the  actuarial  impact  would  be. 

I  point  to  the  tragic  experience  in  con- 
nection with  the  foreign  service  retire- 
ment fund.  That  fund  was  created 
about  40  years  ago.  During  its  life,  ap- 
proximately 15  liberalizations  were  made. 
Liberalizations  were  made  without  giv- 
ing adequate  concern  as  to  whether  the 
fund  would  continue  to  be  actuarially 
sound.  Now,  40  years  later,  the  Federal 
Government  owes  $284  million  to  the 
fund.  To  keep  the  fund  sound  would 
require  a  contribution  of  30  percent — 15 
percent  by  the  Government,  and  15  per- 
cent by  the  worker — based  upon  the  sal- 
aries now  being  earned  by  the  workers. 

That  fund  is  now  bankrupt.  To  re- 
vive it,  the  taxpayers  would  probably 
have  to  pay  23.5  percent  of  the  annual 
salary  of  the  Foreign  Service  workers, 
some  of  whom  are  earning  as  much  as 
$25,000  a  year.  Manifestly,  Congress 
will  never  adopt  a  bill  that  would  re- 
quire the  Foreign  Service  workers  to 
pay  15  percent  of  their  salaries  to  be 
matched  by  a  15-percent  contribution  by 
the  Government. 

To  summarize,  I  cannot  subscribe  to 
both  an  increase  in  the  benefits  and  the 
setting  up  of  a  medicare  provision  in  the 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  has  expired. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
have  an  additional  2  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  Senator  from  Ohio  is  rec- 
ognized for  an  additional  2  minutes. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Mr.  President,  I  can- 
not subscribe  both  to  an  increase  in  the 
benefits  and  also  the  setting  up  of  a  medi- 
care provision  in  the  bill  because  of  the 
very  obvious  conflict  over  what  the  cost 
to  the  fund  would  be,  and  the  additional 
taxes  that  would  have  to  be  imposed  in 
order  to  sustain  the  increased  cost.  It 
is  said  that  if  the  Gore  amendment  is 
agreed  to,  the  present  deficit  of  $500  mil- 
lion a  year  will  be  increased  to  $2  billion. 

I  voted  for  the  King-Anderson  bill 
when  it  was  before  us.  I  want  to  provide 
medicare  service.  But  I  cannot  support 
both  proposals.  I  would  favor  one  or  the 
other.  I  believe  that  a  sound  approach 
requires  that  we  insist  that  the  fund  be 
kept  sound. 

If  we  continue  to  grant  increases,  even- 
tually the  fund  will  be  ruined.  What 
good  would  it  be  then  to  either  the  coun- 
try or  to  the  citizenry?  Until  there  is  a 
clear  demonstration  of  what  the  finan- 
cial impact  will  be,  I  cannot  support  this 
proposal. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  5  minutes  to  my  colleague 
from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ET  .LENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  re- 
gret that  I  cannot  support  the  pending 
amendment.  The  State  of  Louisiana  pio- 
neered in  giving  assistance  to  the  aged, 
in  constructing  hospitals,  and  taxing  the 
people  for  these  benefits. 

Long  before  the  Old  Age  Assistance  Act 
was  placed  on  the  statute  books,  Louisi- 
ana had  old  age  assistance.  This  was 
made  available  under  the  leadership  of 


my  colleague's  father,  the  late  Huey  P. 
Long,  as  I  shall  show  more  fully  in  a  mo- 
ment. 

I  would  like  to  present  to  the  Senate 
what  the  State  of  Louisiana  is  doing  for 
the  aged.  It  is  doing  much  more  than 
would  be  provided  in  this  bill.  And,  as 
I  have  said,  since  we  have  taxed  our- 
selves for  that  purpose,  I  cannot  see  my 
way  clear  to  vote  for  additional  taxes 
to  be  placed  on  my  people  who  have, 
through  taxation,  taken  care  of  the  citi- 
zens in  the  State  of  Louisiana. 

When  the  Kerr-Mills  bill  was  enacted 
into  law  by  the  86th  Congress  in  1960, 
many  Members  of  the  Congress  ex- 
pressed the  view  that  while  the  Kerr- 
Mills  approach  to  provide  health  care  for 
the  needy  aged  might  prove  unworkable, 
it  was  best  to  give  the  legislation  a 
chance  and  see  what  would  be  accom- 
plished by  the  States  under  its  provisions. 
I  was  one  of  those  who  expressed  this 
view  and  I  also  gave  voice  to  the  hope 
that  Kerr-Mills  would  meet  our  need. 
I  foresaw  in  its  enactment  many  ad- 
vantages for  the  needy,  for  the  rights  of 
the  States  and  for  the  American  medical 
profession.  It  seemed  to  me  that  this 
legislation  held  much  hope  for  protect- 
ing the  interests  of  all  concerned. 

In  my  opinion,  the  passage  of  4  years 
has  proved  the  correctness  of  this  view. 
In  the  majority  of  those  States  which 
have  chosen  to  implement  the  provi- 
sions of  Kerr-Mills,  the  unbiased  view 
will  make  it  evident  that  the  legislation 
is  working  well,  as  I  and  others  had 
hoped.  In  those  States  which  have 
dragged  their  heels,  so  to  speak,  in  pro- 
viding the  necessary  services  for  the 
needy  aged,  this,  of  course,  is  not  the 
case.  I  shall  have  more  to  say  on  this 
point  in  a  moment.  I  am  proud  that 
Louisiana  has  been  in  the  forefront  of 
providing  this  type  of  care  and,  indeed, 
was  far  ahead  of  other  States  in  this 
field  many  years  before  Kerr-Mills,  or 
any  type  of  so-called  medicare  legisla- 
tion was  ever  presented  for  consideration 
by  the  Congress. 

At  this  point,  I  think  it  is  well  that 
we  understand  the  differences  between 
the  two  programs  which  are  in  effect  in 
most  of  the  States  and  particularly  in 
Louisiana.  Both  of  these  programs; 
namely,  old-age  assistance  and  medical 
assistance  for  the  aged,  have  as  their 
aim  the  easing  of  the  burdens  of  passing 
years.  Old-age  assistance  aids  needy 
men  and  women  who  are  65  years  of  age 
or  older.  It  provides  financial  help  for 
living  expenses  such  as  food,  shelter, 
clothing,  medical  care,  and  other  neces- 
sities. Payments  for  medical  needs  can 
be  made  to  the  individual,  or  on  his 
behalf  directly  to  the  supplier  of  services 
such  as  the  doctor,  the  hospital,  or  the 
druggist.  If  the  payments  are  made  to 
persons  other  than  the  needy  individual, 
they  are  known  as  vendor  payments. 

I  pause  now  to  point  out  that  here  is 
one  of  the  areas  in  which  Louisiana  can 
display  a  proud  record  of  accomplish- 
ment. Under  the  governorship  of  the 
late  Huey  P.  Long,  the  State  administra- 
tion moved  to  provide  liberal  pensions  for 
its  old  people,  and  the  payment  of  such 
pensions  today  amounts  to  $82  monthly. 
The  original  Louisiana  pension  plan  for 
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the  protection  of  our  aged  people  laid  the 
groundwork  for  the  full  participation  of 
our  citizens  in  the  jointly  Federal-State 
financed  old  age  assistance  program  en- 
acted by  the  Congress. 

Because  of  our  long-standing  tradition 
of  providing  benefits  to  our  aged,  a  total 
of  130,250  recipients  drew  old  age  assist- 
ance in  Louisiana  in  the  month  of  June 
1964.  It  is  gratifying  for  me  to  note  from 
figures  supplied  by  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  that  this 
number  is  third  highest  on  the  list  of 
States.  We  fall  below  only  those  large 
and  well-populated  States  of  California 
and  Texas.  We  are  substantially  above 
every  other  State  in  the  Union. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  here  that  this  good 
record  of  humanitarian  concern  comes 
about  because  the  citizens  of  Louisiana 
were  willing  to  tax  themselves  and  the 
resources  which  nature  made  available  to 
us  in  order  to  provide  these  benefits  long 
before  the  Federal  Government  stepped 
into  the  field.  While  it  is  true  that  the 
program  is  now  a  joint  State-Federal 
venture,  we  have  continued  with  those 
taxes  so  that  not  only  the  individuals,  but 
the  State  as  a  whole,  receives  the  benefits 
from  this  policy. 

Louisiana  old  age  assistance  pay- 
ments for  the  month  of  June  1964 
amounted  to  $11,088,816.  Of  the  total 
amount,  the  State  supplied  approxi- 
mately 26.2  percent  and  the  Federal 
Government  supplied  73.8  percent.  For 
the  year  1963,  a  total  of  $127,433,000 
was  dispensed  in  the  form  of  old  age 
assistance  payments  in  Louisiana.  Of 
this  amount,  $94  million  was  supplied  by 
the  Federal  Government  and  $33  million 
by  the  State  treasury.  Also  of  this  total 
amount  for  1963,  $21,191,000  was  dis- 
pensed in  the  form  of  vendor  payments 
for  medical  care  to  the  aged;  that  sum 
amounted  to  16.6  percent  of  the  total 
disbursement  under  old  age  assistance. 

I  point  out  that  the  program  I  have 
been  discussing  so  far  is  divorced  from 
the  so-called  Kerr-Mills  or  medical  as- 
sistance for  the  aged  legislation  enacted 
in  1960,  but  all  the  same,  it  represents 
a  substantial  effort  on  our  part  to  insure 
that  medical  care  is  available  to  all  the 
needy  aged.  It  also  indicates  the  extent 
to  which  Louisiana  has  acted  on  its  own 
to  provide  these  resources  to  our  old 
people. 

The  extent  of  the  participation  in 
these  benefits  is  also  indicated  by  the 
relatively  small  use  of  the  Kerr-Mills 
program  in  Louisiana.  Although  Louisi- 
ana acted  to  join  the  Kerr-Mills  program 
after  its  congressional  enactment,  in  1963 
only  $955,000  was  expended  for  this  pro- 
gram in  the  State.  Of  this  amount  $697,- 
000,  or  72.9  percent,  was  supplied  from 
Federal  funds  and  $258,000,  or  27.1  per- 
cent, was  supplied  from  the  State  treas- 
ury. I  point  out  that  this  relatively  low 
level  of  participation  does  not  indicate 
that  Louisiana  is  lagging  in  providing 
the  needed  care,  but  indicates  instead 
that  the  coverage  already  provided  is  so 
comprehensive  that  only  a  small  addi- 
tional amount  was  necessary.  This,  of 
course,  is  not  true  in  other  States. 

Turning  to  an  examination  of  the 
Kerr-Mills  legislation,  or  medical  as- 
sistance to  the  aged,  as  it  is  known,  we 


find  that  Federal  grants  are  offered  to 
the  States  to  provide  medical  assistance 
in  behalf  of  the  aged  persons  who  axe 
not  receiving  old  age  assistance,  but 
whose  incomes  and  finances  are  too 
limited  to  pay  for  the  necessary  medical 
care.  The  necessary  payments  and  as- 
sistance go  only  to  needy  persons  accord- 
ing to  the  individual  circumstances.  In 
this  way,  the  gaps  in  the  social  security 
and  old  age  assistance  programs  are 
filled  by  reaching  those  needy  aged  per- 
sons who  are  not  covered  under  other 
legislation.  I  point  out  once  again  that 
the  old  age  assistance  program  operat- 
ing in  Louisiana  is  so  complete  that  al- 
though the  State  is  participating  fully 
in  the  Kerr-Mills  benefits,  less  than  a 
million  dollars  was  expended  under  Kerr- 
Mills  in  1963  in  Louisiana.  In  States 
which  have  dragged  their  heels  over  the 
years  in  providing  necessary  pension 
plans  for  the  elderly  the  Kerr-Mills  pay- 
ments were,  of  course,  a  great  deal 
higher,  generally  speaking. 

In  addition  to  these  benefits  which  I 
have  been  speaking  of,  and  which  have 
been  directed  to  the  elderly,  Louisiana 
also  has  a  proud  record  of  providing 
necessary  care  for  all  indigent  persons, 
no  matter  what  their  age.  This  is 
another  field  in  which  we  have  pioneered 
and  today  there  are  several  large  State 
owned  and  operated  general  hospitals  in 
operation  throughout  Louisiana,  and  I 
am  informed  that  the  groundbreaking 
for  a  new  multimillion  dollar  structure 
will  soon  take  place  in  Baton  Rouge. 
There  are  also  three  mental  institutions 
operated  at  State  expense  and  two  tu- 
berculosis sanitariums.  These  were  all 
built  and  are  today  maintained  with 
State  funds  at  a  cost  of  many  millions  of 
dollars  for  their  construction  and  more 
millions  of  dollars  each  year  for  their 
operation  and  maintenance.  They  are 
open  to  all  State  residents  who  cannot 
pay,  regardless  of  age  or  condition. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  informed  by  Mr. 
R.  B.  Waldren,  director  of  the  Louisiana 
Department  of  Hospitals,  that  this  year's 
budget  for  the  State  of  Louisiana  con- 
tains an  appropriation  of  $44,607,181  to 
meet  the  recurring  expenses  of  all  the 
general,  mental,  and  tuberculosis  hos- 
pitals operated  by  the  State.  The  total 
figure  is  broken  down  as  follows: 

For  the  seven  general  State  hos- 
pitals maintained  by  the  State 
department  of  hospitals   $8,  911,  641 

For  the  three  hospitals  for  the 
mentally  ill,  exclusive  of 
schools  for  the  retarded   13,133,498 

In  addition  to  these  sums,  the  budget 
includes  $4,978,919  for  the  operation  of  a 
general  charity  hospital  in  Shreveport 
and  $16,301,499  for  the  operation  of  a 
charity  hospital  in  New  Orleans.  The 
Shreveport  and  New  Orleans  charity 
hospitals  also  have  tuberculosis  units. 

So,  Mr.  President,  it  is  obvious  to  me 
that  the  principal  effect  of  these  so- 
called  medicare  schemes  would  be  to 
penalize  such  States  as  Louisiana  who 
have  acted  on  their  own  in  taxing  their 
people  to  provide  the  necessary  care; 
at  the  same  time,  those  States  which 
have  been  slow  in  acting  would  be  bene- 
fited. To  me,  these  proposals  are  inequi- 
table. 


Let  us  turn  now  to  a  discussion  of  who 
may  qualify  for  assistance  under  the 
old-age  assistance  and  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
grams as  they  are  in  operation  in  Louisi- 
ana. From  there,  we  shall  attempt  to 
show  how  the  benefits  available  under 
these  two  programs  compare  with  the 
benefits  envisioned  in  amendment  1178, 
the  so-called  Gore  amendment. 

Under  the  operation  of  the  old-age 
assistance  program,  payments  are  made 
to  anyone  65  or  older  who  has  not  suffi- 
cient income  to  provide  "reasonable  sub- 
sistence compatible  with  decency  and 
health".  In  other  words,  in  Louisiana, 
an  old  person  who  does  not  receive  at 
least  $82  a  month  can  qualify  for  old- 
age  assistance.  The  payments  will 
amount  to  $82  a  month  for  one  person 
or  $76  each  for  every  two  or  more  eligi- 
ble persons  in  the  same  household.  In 
determining  need,  and  in  the  case  of 
those  individuals  still  earning  income, 
the  first  $10  of  the  earned  income  plus 
one-half  of  the  remainder  up  to  $50  per 
month  is  disregarded.  Also,  under  old- 
age  assistance,  a  recipient  can  receive 
$142  per  month  for  medical  or  nursing 
home  care;  and  if  he  and  his  wife  both 
need  such  care,  the  maximum  is  raised 
to  $190  per  month  for  medical  care  and 
$210  per  month  for  nursing  care. 

Under  medical  assistance  for  the  aged, 
all  general  medical  services  are  pro- 
vided, including  up  to  30  days  of  hos- 
pital care  and  more  if  necessary.  I 
am  proud  to  point  out  that  the  property 
and  income  limitations  for  this  service 
in  Louisiana  are  very  liberal.  Louisiana 
recipients  for  hospital  care  are  eligible 
if  their  monthly  income  does  not  exceed 
$250  for  a  single  person  or  $325  for  a 
couple.  This  amounts  to  $3,000  per  year 
for  one  person  and  $3,900  for  a  couple. 
There  are  also  many  allowable  deduc- 
tions for  those  in  need:  $30  is  deductible 
for  each  dependent  minor  child,  spouse, 
or  disabled  adult  listed  as  a  dependent. 
In  addition,  the  recipients  may  own  their 
own  homes  or  other  real  property,  not 
exceeding  $5,000  of  the  assessed  value  if 
income  producing,  or  $1,000  assessed 
value  if  not  income  producing.  One  per- 
son may  have  liquid  assets  of  up  to 
$1,000 — $1,500  for  a  couple — and  still 
qualify.  Excluded  from  this  liquid  asset 
limitation  are  insurance  policies,  an 
automobile,  farm  equipment,  or  business 
assets  which  are  income  producing.  In 
my  view,  I  find  these  requirements  for 
qualifications  for  medical  care  very 
liberal.  I  emphasize  that  the  benefits 
are  made  available  without  any  cost  at 
all  to  the  individual  in  need. 

Contrasting  these  features  with 
amendment  No.  1178,  we  find  that  the 
recipient  is  offered  a  choice  of  several 
proposals  for  hospital  care.  He  may 
choose  hospital  care  for  up  to  90  days, 
but  subject  to  a  deductible  of  $10  per 
day  for  the  first  9  days,  which  means  per- 
haps as  much  as  $90  he  must  supply 
from  his  own  pocket.  Or  he  may  choose 
45  days'  hospital  care  with  no  deductible. 
As  a  third  choice,  he  may  select  the  180 
days  of  hospital  care  with  a  deductible  of 
$92.50  or  a  combination  of  certain  hos- 
pital charges,  whichever  is  the  smaller 
amount. 
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But  to  finance  these  benefits  for  the 
old,  the  young  people  and  businesses  of 
the  Nation  will  pay  a  high  price.  The 
Social  Security  Act  would  be  amended  so 
that  the  maximum  taxable  earnings  for 
individual  workers  would  move  from 
$4,800  per  year  to  $5,400  per  year.  More 
important,  the  rate  of  contribution  for 
the  employer  and  employee  would  be 
raised  substantially.  In  1965,  the  con- 
tribution rate  would  move  from  3.8  per- 
cent of  earnings,  as  called  for  by  H.R. 
11865,  to  4.2  percent.  In  1967,  it  would 
move  to  4.4  percent  as  opposed  to  4  per- 
cent, and  by  1971,  the  rate  would  be  up  to 
5.2  percent  as  opposed  to  4.8  percent  in 
H.R.  11865. 

Thus,  Mr.  President,  the  young  people 
of  our  Nation  and  those  who  are  just 
starting  out  in  life  to  earn  their  living 
would  be  taxed  directly  to  support  the 
old.  They  would  be  taxed  for  benefits 
which  would  not  be  enjoyed  by  them,  if 
ever,  for  periods  of  20,  30  or  40  years;  and 
in  addition,  all  young  people  earning  as 
much  as  $5,400  a  year  would  be  taxed  to 
provide  medical  care  for  old  people  as  of 
January  1.  1965,  no  matter  what  the 
need.  In  other  words,  the  small  people, 
the  workers,  would  be  taxed  to  support 
the  rich.  To  me,  this  represents  another 
form  of  gross  inequity,  fully  as  undesir- 
able as  is  the  scheme  to  add  another  tax 
to  our  Louisiana  workers  to  support  those 
people  in  States  which  have  not  seen  fit 
to  tax  themselves  to  provide  this  care. 

In  the  light  of  these  facts,  I  do  not  see 
how  I  can  in  all  good  conscience  support 
this  amendment.  In  the  light  of  the  rec- 
ord which  Louisiana  has  made  in  provid- 
ing free  medical  care  for  all  who  need  it 
in  our  State  hospitals  and  under  the  old- 
age  assistance  and  the  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
grams, I  do  not  see  that  it  would  be  in 
the  best  interests  of  my  people. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  5  minutes  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  every  in- 
dividual of  good  will  wants  our  elder  citi- 
zens to  have  the  b?st  obtainable  in  medi- 
cal care.  Many  of  these  elder  citizens 
are  unable  to  provide  it  for  themselves. 
We  want  them  to  have  what  they  need. 
This  might  be  a  period  of  hospitaliza- 
tion or  it  might  be  costly  surgery  which 
would  prevent  them  from  becoming 
sightless.  In  some  cases  they  will  need 
the  constant  refilling  of  a  costly  medi- 
cal prescription  or  the  purchase  of  in- 
sulin. Some  of  them  will  need  the 
continual  attention  of  a  physician  who 
calls  at  their  home  or  receives  them  in 
his  office.  Other  types  of  surgery  and 
medical  attention  will  be  needed,  such 
as  nursing  care,  whether  it  be  round- 
the-clock  service  of  a  special  nurse  in 
a  hospital,  the  occasional  call  of  a  visit- 
ing nurse,  or  the  constant  companion- 
ship of  a  practical  nurse. 

No  individual  or  no  group  has  a 
monopoly  on  the  desire  to  meet  this  need. 
It  is  shared  by  Democrats  and  Republi- 
cans, liberals  and  conservatives  alike. 

We  are  faced  with  a  real  basic  prob- 
lem today  in  determining  how  this  need 
shall  be  met.  It  must  be  admitted  that 
a  sizable  percentage  of  our  elder  citi- 
zens can  meet  these  needs  from  their 
own  resources,  whether  it  be  from  in- 


come, property,  private  insurance,  or 
otherwise.  It  also  must  be  admitted  that 
there  are  some  who  cannot. 

Today  we  are  faced  with  two  basic 
alternatives.  A  law  enacted  on  this  sub- 
ject will  set  in  motion  a  program  which 
will  run  in  perpetuity.  It  must  be 
weighed  as  to  its  costs  and  its  benefits 
5,  10,  25,  50,  yes,  100  years  from  now. 

The  basic  choice  that  we  must  make 
in  voting  upon  the  Gore  amendment  is 
this:  First,  shall  some  hospital  care,  or 
a  more  economical  substitute  therefor, 
be  extended  to  all  our  elder  citizens  re- 
gardless of  need,  resources,  or  ability  to 
provide  it  for  themselves;  or  second,  shall 
we  perfect  and  continue  with  a  pro- 
gram that  will  meet  all  of  the  medical 
needs  not  only  of  our  needy  elder  citi- 
zens but  the  near  needy  who  cannot 
provide  the  medicines,  surgery,  the  doc- 
tors care,  or  unlimited  hospitalization  for 
themselves? 

The  choice  is  just  that  simple.  It  is 
not  complicated. 

A  good  job  in  providing  medical  care 
will  cost  money.  According  to  the 
American  Hospital  Association,  a  day  in 
the  hospital  costs  on  the  average  of 
$38.91.  This  does  not  involve  medicines, 
surgery,  doctor's  care,  in  or  out  of  the 
hospital,  ^f  the  resources  of  the  Federal 
Government  are  to  be  extended  to  every- 
one over  65,  including  those  who  can  pro- 
vide medicare  for  themselves,  then  the 
costs  of  the  program  are  going  to  be 
enormous — many,  many  times  the  cost 
we  are  now  speaking  of — or  else  the  pro- 
gram will  be  spread  so  thin  that  the  very 
urgent  and  necessary  medical  expenses 
of  the  needy  and  near  needy  cannot  be 
met  and  the  hospital  stay  will  have  limi- 
tations. Neither  the  Gore  proposal  nor 
the  Ribicoff  proposal  will  take  care  of  but 
a  fraction  of  the  real  costs  of  the  elder 
citizens  who  need  medical  attention,  nor 
would  those  proposals  do  anything  sig- 
nificant for  an  individual  who  has  a  pro- 
longed  or  catastrophic  illness. 

The  Gore  amendment  as  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Long  amendment  provides 
neither  an  increase  in  the  tax  rate  nor 
an  increase  in  the  taxable  wage  base.  It 
simply  accepts  the  tax  rate  increase  pro- 
vided in  the  Long  amendment.  It  is 
unrealistic  and  deceptive,  although  not 
intentionally  so. 

The  Ribicoff  proposal  carries  the  im- 
plication that  it  can  be  financed  for  $5 
a  month.  This,  too,  is  unrealistic  and 
deceptive,  although  not  so  intended.  The 
Government  employees  who  work  for  the 
Congress  are  of  an  age  where  meaningful 
insurance  can  be  provided  for  them  as  a 
group  at  a  low  cost,  and  they  find  it  nec- 
essary to  pay  about  $19  a  month  for  such 
protection.  In  reality,  both  the  Gore 
proposal  and  the  Ribicoff  proposal  will 
provide  nothing,  or  at  least  a  very  little, 
to  meet  the  real  needs  that  every  indi- 
vidual of  good  will  would  like  to  meet. 
Consequently,  their  cost  estimates  must 
be  totally  disregarded.  These  cost  esti- 
mates ignore  the  premise  that  the  pro- 
gram will  have  to  be  enlarged  and  en- 
larged, and  expanded  and  improved,  over 
and  over  again.  In  our  existing  social 
security  program,  which  has  been  in  force 
less  than  30  years,  the  tax  costs  have 
risen  almost  five  times. 


The  point  I  am  making  is  that  neither 
the  Gore  nor  the  Ribicoff  proposal,  by 
providing  hospital  benefits,  or  a  substi- 
tute therefor,  to  all  of  our  aged,  will  do 
anything  significant  for  anyone,  but 
must  lead  to  the  creation  of  a  much 
larger  program  that  has  not  been  studied 
or  its  costs  appraised  or  its  affects  upon 
our  medical  system  adequately  deter- 
mined. 

The  best  description  of  the  amendment 
now  before  us,  offered  by  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  can  be  made  by  considering  what 
it  will  not  do. 

The  Gore  amendment,  if  enacted  into 
law,  will  not  take  care  of  someone  who 
must  stay  in  the  hospital  a  long  time. 
The  choice  will  be  between  a  short  period 
of  hospitalization  with  a  deduction  or  a 
much  shorter  one  with  no  deductions. 
Under  Kerr-Mills  the  needs  of  an  indi- 
vidual can  be  met  if  they  must  be  in  the 
hospital  the  year-round. 

The  Gore  proposal,  if  enacted,  will  not 
bring  a  physician's  care  to  the  benefici- 
aries at  home,  in  the  office  or,  beyond  a 
very  limited  degree,  in  a  hospital.  Kerr- 
Mills  provides  a  needed  doctor  at  all 
times. 

The  Gore  proposal,  if  enacted,  will  not 
enable  elderly  citizens  to  be  provided  with 
medical  prescriptions  and  the  renewal 
thereof,  or  high-cost  drugs,  or  insulin,  or 
needs  of  that  type.  Kerr-Mills  does  so 
provide. 

The  pending  amendment  will  not  pro- 
vide surgery  at  all,  whether  the  surgery 
be  minor  or  major,  with  the  need  for 
much  postoperative  medical  attention. 
Surgery  is  provided  for  under  Kerr-Mills. 

The  Kerr-Mills  law,  if  fully  utilized, 
can  do  all  of  these  things  for  the  elderly 
citizens  who  are  beneficiaries,  not  for  45 
days  or  180  days,  but  for  as  long  as  neces- 
sary. Furthermore,  it  is  geared  to  the 
needs  of  the  beneficiary.  It  enables  many 
beneficiaries  to  stay  well  so  that  they  do 
not  have  to  go  to  the  hospital.  Does 
anyone  doubt  that  that  is  their  desire? 

Let  us  consider  who  will  pay  the  costs 
of  a  program  set  up  under  either  the 
Gore  proposal  or  the  Ribicoff  proposal 
and  who  will  receive  the  benefits.  These 
should  be  compared  to  the  situation  un- 
der Kerr-Mills. 

The  Gore  and  Ribicoff  proposals  will 
be  paid  for  by  the  people  who  pay  social 
security  taxes.  Social  security  taxes  are 
levied  on  earned  income.  This  means 
the  heaviest  cost  falls  on  the  lower  in- 
come, unskilled  or  skilled  people  who 
work  with  their  hands.  The  coupon- 
clipper  pays  no  part  of  the  social  security 
costs.  In  applying  the  social  security 
'tax,  there  is  no  $600  personal  exemption 
for  each  member  of  the  family.  The  man 
and  wife  who  are  supporting  five  children 
on  modest  earnings  pay  on  the  first  dollar 
that  either  or  both  of  them  earn.  As  has 
been  said,  the  blind,  the  physically 
handicapped,  and  even  the  aged  them- 
selves who  work,  pay  the  social  security 
tax  and  the  tax  is  applied  on  their  first 
earnings  without  any  personal  exemp- 
tion. Under  the  Kerr-Mills  law  those 
who  are  most  able  are  carrying  a  greater 
share  of  the  load. 

Now,  as  to  who  benefits.  For  the  mo- 
ment let  us  disregard  the  so-called  mil- 
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lionaire  and  the  individual  who  is  very 
destitute.  Society  has  always  taken  care 
of  the  latter.  The  former  can  take  care 
of  himself.  But  let  us  consider  the  im- 
pact of  hospital  care  through  social  se- 
curity upon  the  great  group  in  between. 

A  professional  man,  a  businessman,  or 
countless  other  individuals,  may  at  age 
65  be  in  their  prime  and  have  the  high- 
est income  of  their  life.  They  have  al- 
ready paid  for  their  life  insurance,  their 
home,  their  own  education,  and  the  edu- 
cation of  their  children.  Their  income 
may  be  $15,000  a  year  or  it  may  be  $50,- 
000,  or  it  may  only  be  $9,000,  yet  under 
the  pending  proposals  their  hospital  bills 
would  be  paid  for  by  workers  with  chil- 
dren and  other  dependents,  the  crippled 
and  the  blind,  through  the  social  secu- 
rity tax  on  their  earnings. 

Again  I  say,  if  the  Congress  takes  this 
step  of  enacting  the  proposal  offered  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Tennes- 
see [Mr.  Gore]  ,  or  the  other  one  offered 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  [Mr.  Ribi- 
coff],  it  will  be  but  a  beginning  of  a 
gigantic  program.  The  inadequate 
benefits  now  proposed  will  never  meet 
the  needs.  They  will  have  to  be  enlarged 
and  expanded.  Medicines,  doctor's  care 
and  surgery  needs  will  have  to  be  met. 
You  cannot  tax  people  to  take  care  of 
the  medical  needs  of  those  over  65  who 
are  able  to  take  care  of  their  own  needs 
without  ultimately  expanding  the  pro- 
gram to  take  care  of  the  medical  needs 
of  all  people  regardless  of  age. 

This  is  a  program  which  cannot  be 
tried  out  for  a  few  years.  The  commit- 
ments will  be  with  us  10,  20,  50,  or  a  100 
years  from  now,  or  the  irresponsible  will 
load  up  our  social  security  system  so  that 
it  falls  of  its  own  weight. 

Mr.  President,  many  States  have  a 
good  Kerr-Mills  program.  Other  States 
are  getting  started.  You  do  not  have  to 
be  a  pauper  to  qualify.  It  is  intended 
to  take  care  of  elderly  people  even  if  they 
own  their  own  homes,  have  significant  in- 
come, or  have  relatives  with  property  or 
income.  It  is  a  means  test  but  a  reason- 
able one  and  it  is  working  well.  The  rec- 
ord shows  our  people  do  not  resent  this 
limited  means  test.  The  Kerr-Mills  law 
can  and  will  continue  to  do  the  job,  to 
meet  all  of  the  medical  needs  of  those 
elderly  citizens  who  cannot  meet  those 
needs  themselves. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  time  of  the  Senator  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  me  an  additional  2  min- 
utes? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  1  additional  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Nebraska  is 
recognized  for  1  additional  minute. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  before 
we  enact  far-reaching  legislation,  giv- 
ing hospital  care  to  all  elderly,  including 
the  well-to-do  and  the  wealthy,  and  a 
program  whose  benefits  will  be  so  scanty 
and  whose  costs  will  mount  to  figures 
beyond  what  we  can  estimate  at  this 
time,  I  suggest  the  following:  first,  a 
broad  congressional  study  of  the  Kerr- 
Mills  law  that  will  encourage  the  States 


to  fully  utilize  it  and  will  improve  the 
Federal  Government's  participation 
therein;  and  second,  a  realistic  study  and 
ascertainment  of  what  kind  of  a  pro- 
gram our  elder  citizens  want;  and  third, 
a  complete  and  exhaustive  study  of  the 
costs  and  expected  future  costs  of  a 
medical  program  attached  to  social  secu- 
rity that  is  available  to  all,  giving  weight 
to  all  factors  which  will  affect  future 
costs,  including  the  predictable  expan- 
sion of  the  program  by  Congress. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  time  of  the  Senator  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  memorandum 
from  Robert  J.  Myers,  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration,  which  sets  forth 
statistical  data  and  a  statement  with  re- 
spect to  the  pending  amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo- 
randum was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

August  31,  1964. 

Memorandum 

From :  Robert  J.  Myers. 

Subject:  Short-range  cost  estimate  for  the 
Gore  amendment  of  August  31  if  added  to 
H.R.  11865  as  reported  by  Senate  Finance 
Committee. 
This  memorandum  will  present  short-range 
cost  estimates  for  this  amendment,  which  is 
described  hereafter. 

In  brief,  this  proposal  would  change  the 
5-percent  benefit  increase  in  the  Mills  bill 
to  a  flat  $7  increase  in  the  PIA  on  which  the 
beneficiary's  benefits  are  based.  This  in- 
crease would  be  applicable  to  all  benefici- 
aries— old-age,  survivor,  and  disability — and 
would  be  effective  for  the  second  month  after 
enactment.  Beneficiaries  aged  65  and  over 
would  have  the  same  hospitalization  benefits 
as  in  the  King-Anderson  bill,  effective  for 
July  1965,  except  that  the  skilled-nursing 
facility  benefits  (in  hospital-affiliated  facili- 
ties) would  have  a  maximum  of  60  days  (in- 
stead of  180  days)  and  except  that  a  dynamic 
cost-sharing  provision  would  be  included 
which  would  operate — beginning  in  1969 — 
only  if  hospital  costs  rise  faster  in  the  fu- 
ture than  do  wages.  The  other  benefit  pro- 
visions of  the  Mills  bill  would  remain  un- 
changed; these  "other  benefits"  would  be 
effective  for  the  last  few  months  of  1964. 

The  proposal  would  be  financed,  in  the  ag- 
gregate, by  increasing  the  $5,400  earnings 
base  in  the  Mills  bill  to  $5,600  and  by  in- 
creasing the  contribution  schedule  therein 
by  0.9  percent  as  to  the  combined  employer- 
employee  rate  in  1965,  by  1  percent  in  1966- 
70,  and  by  0.8  percent  in  1971  and  thereafter, 
as  shown  by  the  following  schedule: 


[In  percent] 


Calendar  year 

Employee  rate ' 

Self-employed 
rate 

Mills 
biU 

Pro- 
posal 

Mills 
bill 

Pro- 
posal 

1965   

3.8 

4.25 

5.7 

6.4 

1966-S7  

4.0 

4.  50 

6.0 

6.8 

1968-70   

4.6 

6.00 

6.8 

7.6 

1971  and  after  

4.8 

5.20 

7.2 

7.8 

1  Same  rate  for  employer. 

The  DI  trust  fund  would  be  financed  by  an 
allocation,  with  respect  to  the  combined  em- 
ployer-employee contribution  rate,  of  0.67 
percent  of  taxable  payroll,  beginning  in 
1965.  A  larger  allocation  than  the  0.65  per- 
cent of  taxable  payroll  in  the  Mills  bill  is 
necessary  because  the  benefit  increase  of 
$7  in  the  PIA  according  to  the  proposal  is 


larger  than  the  5  percent  increase  in  all 
benefits  in  the  Mills  bill.  The  HI  trust 
fund  would  be  financed  by  an  allocation,  with 
respect  to  the  combined  employer-employee 
contribution  rate,  of  0.60  percent  of  taxable 
payroll  for  1965  and  0.76  percent  of  taxable 
payroll  for  subsequent  years. 

Table  1  traces  through  the  change  in  the 
change  in  the  actuarial  balance  of  the  sys- 
tem under  the  Gore  amendment  from  its 
situation  under  present  law,  according  to 
the  latest  cost  estimate  (which  was  based 
on  the  calendar  1963  earnings  level) ,  modified 
by  using  fiscal  year  1964  earnings  assump- 
tions, to  that  under  the  proposal,  by  type 
of  major  changes  involved.  The  estimated 
actuarial  balance  for  the  entire  program 
is  shown  to  be  —0.30  percent  of  taxable  pay- 
roll, which  is  0.08  percent  higher  than  for 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee  version  of  the 
Mills  bill  under  the  assumption  of  calendar 
year  1963  earnings  levels,  but  is  just  at  the 
generally  accepted  "allowable  upper  limit". 

Table  2  similarly  traces  through  the  long- 
range  cost  effects  of  the  Gore  amendment 
from  what  it  was  under  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  version  of  the  Mills  bill. 

Tables  3  and  4  show  the  net  increases  in 
the  several  trust  funds  under  present  law, 
under  the  Mills  bill  as  reported  by  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee,  and  under  the  Gore 
amendment,  respectively,  by  fiscal  years  and 
calendar  years. 

Robert  J.  Myers. 


Table  1. — Changes  in  actuarial  balance, 
expressed  in  terms  of  estimated  level  cost 
as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,  for  Gore 
amendment  of  Aug.  31  as  contrasted  with 
present  law 


Item 

OASI 

DI 

HI 

Total 

Actuarial  balance  of  pres- 

ent system : 

Calendar  year  1963 

earnings  assumption. 

-0.10 

-0.14 

(') 

-0.24 

Fiscal  year  1964  earn- 

ings assumption  

-.06 

-.  14 

0) 

-.20 

Earnings  base  of  $5,600  

+.28 

+.03 

+.31 

Revised  contribution 

schedule..  

+.  18 

+.17 

+0.76 

+1.11 

Benefit  increase  

-.60 

-.05 

-.65 

Child's  benefits  to  age  22 

if  in  school...  .  ... 

-.09 

-.01 

-.  10 

Actuarially  reduced 

widow's  benefits  at  age 

60   

Transitional  insured  sta- 

tus 2..   

-.01 

-.01 

Hospital  benefits  

Total  effect  of  changes  in 
proposal  

-.24 
-.30 

+.  H 

-.76 

-.76 
-.10 
-.30 

Actuarial  balance  under 
proposal  

1  No  present  system. 

2  For  certain  persons  now  near  or  over  age  72. 


Table  2. — Changes  in  actuarial  balance, 
expressed  in  terms  of  estimated  level  cost 
as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,  for  Gore 
amendment  of  Aug.  31  as  contrasted  with 
bill  reported  by  Senate  Finance  Committee 


Increase 

Item 

in  level 

cost 

-0.06 

-.81 

Use  of  "fiscal  year  1964"  earnings  assumption.. 

-.04 

$7  increase  in  primary  insurance  amount,  in- 

stead of  5-percent  increase    

+  .23 

Hospitalization  and  related  benefits   

'+.76 

Net  balance  for  changes   -  

+.08 

1  The  cost  of  the  hospitalization  and  related  benefits 
provided  by  the  King-Anderson  bill  would  have  a  level 
cost  of  0.85  percent  of  taxable  payroll  under  a  $5,400 
earnings  base.  This  is  reduced  to  0.76  percent  of  taxable 
payroll  by  the  following  factors: 

Percent 

(1)  Addition  of  potential  cost  sharing   —0.07 

(2)  Effect  of  $5,600  earnings  base   —.01 

(3)  Reduction  of  maximum  nursing  facility 

days    —.01 
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Table  3. — Excess  of  income  over  outgo  for 
various  proposals,  by  trust  fund,  fiscal  years 


PRESENT  LAW 

[In  millions] 


Fiscal  year 

Trust  fund 

OASI 

DI 

HI 

Total 

1965    

$181 
766 

-$200 
-252 

-$19 
524 

1966   

MILLS   BILL   AS    AMENDED   BY    SENATE  FINANCE 
COMMITTEE 

1965   

-$416 
196 

-$175 
60 

-$591 
256 

1966   

GORE  AMENDMENT  OF  ATJG.  31 

1965   

-$596 
116 

-$195 
60 

$600 
160 

-$191 
326 

1966  

Table  4. — Excess  of  income  over  outgo  for 
various  proposals,  by  trust  fund,  calendar 
years 

PRESENT  LAW 


[In  millions] 


Calendar  year 

Trust  fund 

OASI 

DI 

HI 

Total 

1965  

-$75' 
1, 610 

-$234 
-280 

-$309 
1,330 

1966-   

MILLS  BILL  AS  AMENDED  BT  SENATE 
FINANCE  COMMITTEE 

1965   

-$319 

523 

-$14 
38 

-$333 
561 

1966  - 

GORE  AMENDMENT  OF  AUG.  31 

1965   

-$519 
413 

-$34 
28 

$680 
290 

$127 
731 

1966   

September  2,  1964. 

Memorandum 

From:  Robert  J.  Myers 

Subject:  Cost  analysis  for  Long  amendment 
to  H.R.  11865  as  amended  by  Gore  amend- 
ment. 

This  memorandum  will  present  a  cost 
analysis  for  the  Long  amendment  to  H.R. 
11865  (amendment  No.  1254)  as  this  amend- 
ment would  be  amended  by  the  Gore  amend- 
ment (amendment  No.  1256).  A  cost  analy- 
sis for  the  Long  amendment  by  itself  was 
presented  in  my  memorandum  of  August  31, 
entitled  "Short-Range  Cost  Estimate  for  the 
Long  Amendment  of  August  31  if  Added  to 
H.R.  11865  as  Reported  by  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee". 

In  brief,  the  combined  result  of  the  sev- 
eral amendments  would  be  to  change  the  5 
percent  benefit  increase  in  the  committee 
bill  to  a  7  percent  increase  in  the  primary 
insurance  amount  on  which  the  beneficiary's 
benefits  are  based,  with  a  minimum  PIA  of 
$45.  Also,  hospitalization  and  related  bene- 
fits would  be  provided  for  beneficiaries  aged 
65  and  over,  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the 
Anderson  bill  (S.  880) ,  effective  for  July  1965, 
except  that  the  skilled-nursing-facility  bene- 
fits (in  hospital-affiliated  facilities)  would 
have  a  maximum  of  60  days  (instead  of  180 
days)  and  except  that  a  cost-sharing  provi- 
sion would  be  Included  which  would  be  op- 
erative (beginning  in  1969)  only  if  hos- 
pitalization costs  rise  faster  In  the  future 
than  does  the  general  level  of  wages.  The 
other  benefit  provisions  of  the  Committee 
bill  would  remain  unchanged. 

The  proposal  would  be  financed  by  in- 
creasing the  contribution  schedule  In  the 
Committee  bllT  by  0.4  percent  as  to  the  com- 
bined employer-employee  rate  in  1965-67 


and  in  1971  and  thereafter  (with  no  change 
for  1968-70),  as  shown  by  the  following 
schedule: 


[In  percent] 


Employee  rate  1 

Self-  employed 
rate 

Calendar  year 

Commit- 
tee bill 

Pro- 
posed 

Commit- 
tee bill 

Pro- 
posed 

1965  

3.8 

4.0 

5.7 

6.0 

1966-67   

4.0 

4.2 

6.0 

6.3 

1968-70   

4.5 

4.5 

6.8 

6.8 

1971  and  after  

4.8 

5.0 

7.2 

7.5 

1  Same  rate  for  employer. 


Table  1  traces  through  the  change  in  the 
actuarial  balance  of  the  system  as  it  would 
be  if  H.R.  11865  were  enacted  with  the  Long 
amendment  as  amended  by  the  Gore  amend- 
ment, from  Its  situation  under  present  law, 
to  that  under  the  proposal,  by  type  of  major 
changes  involved.  The  estimated  actuarial 
balance  for  the  entire  program  is  shown  to  be 

—  0.82  percent  of  taxable  payroll;  this  is  well 
in  excess  of  the  generally  accepted  limit  of 

—  0.30  percent  of  taxable  payroll,  but  in  this 
respect  it  should  be  noted  that  the  "separate" 
Gore  amendment  to  H.R.  11865  (amendment, 
No.  1253)  results  in  the  actuarial  balance  of 
the  system  just  meeting  this  criterion  if  "fis- 
cal year  1964"  earnings  assumptions  are  used 
In  the  cost  estimates.  The  latter  amend- 
ment, whose  cost  is  analyzed  in  my  memo- 
randum of  August  31,  entitled  "Short-Range 
Cost  Estimate  for  Gore  Amendment  of  August 
31  if  Added  to  H.R.  11865  as  Reported  by 
Senate  Finance  Committee,"  would  produce 
the  same  results  as  the  Long  amendment 
when  amended  by  the  Gore  amendment  (No. 
1256)  except  that  the  increase  in  the  PIA's 
would  be  $7  instead  of  7  percent,  the  earnings 
base  would  be  $5,600  instead  of  $5,400,  and 
the  tax  schedule  would  be  higher,  as  shown 
below : 


[In  perccntl 


Employee  rate  1 

Self-employed  rate 

Calendar  year 

Long 

Gore 

Long 

Gore 

amend- 

amend- 

amend- 

amend- 

ment 2 

ment  8 

ment  • 

ment  ' 

1965  

4.0 

4. 25 

6.0 

6.4 

1966-67   

4.2 

4.50 

6.3 

6.8 

1968-70  

4.5 

5.00 

6.8 

7.5 

1971  and  after  

5.0 

5.20 

7.6 

7.8 

1  Same  rate  for  employer. 

!  Amendment  No.  1254  (tax  rates  not  affected  by  Gore 
amendment.  No.  1256). 
3  Amendment  No.  1253. 


Table  2  similarly  traces  through  the  long- 
range  cost  effects  of  the  Long  amendment  as 
amended  by  the  Gore  amendment  from  what 
it  was  under  the  committee  bill. 

Robert  J.  Myers. 


Table  1. — Changes  in  actuarial  balance, 
expressed  in  terms  of  estimated  level  cost 
as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,  for  Gore 
amendment  to  Long  amendment,  as  con- 
trasted with  present  law 


Item 

OASI 

DI 

HI 

Total 

Actuarial  balance  of  present 

system  calendar  year  1963 

earnings  assumption  

-0. 10 

-0. 14 

-0. 24 

Earnings  base  of  $5,400  

+.23 

+.02 

+.25 

Revised  contribution  sched- 

ule  

-.23 

+.15 

+0.76 

+.68 

Benefit  increase  

-.59 

-.04 

-.63 

Child's  benefits  to  age  22  if  in 

school   

-.09 

-.01 

-.10 

Actuarially  reduced  widow's 

benefits  at  age  60  

Transitional  insured  status 

-.01 

-.01 

Hospitalization  and  related 

benefits  

-.77 

-.77 

Total  effect  of  changes  in 

proposal  

-.69 

+.12 

-.01 

-.58 

Actuarial  balance  under  pro- 

posal   

-.79 

-.02 

-.01 

-.82 

1  For  certain  persons  now  near  or  over  age  72. 


Table  2. — Changes  in  actuarial  balance, 
expressed  in  terms  of  estimated  level  cost 
as  percentage  of  taxable  payroll,  for  Long 
amendment  as  amended  by  Gore  amend- 
ment as  contrasted  with  bill  reported  by 
Senate  Finance  Committee 


Item 

Increase  In 

level  cost 

Increased  contribution  rates   

-0.38 

7-percent  increase  in  primary  insurance 

amount,  instead  of  5-percent  increase 

+.17 

$45  minimum  primary  insurance  amount... 

+.04 

Hospitalization  and  related  benefits  

+  77 

+.60 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  as 
much  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  dis- 
tinguished senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  . 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  greatly  interested  in  the  dis- 
cussion about  financing.  One  would 
think  from  the  debate  today  that  there 
was  not  a  particle  of  financial  integrity 
in  Harry  Byrd's  system,  in  Douglas  Dil- 
lon's system,  or  in  Walter  George's  sys- 
tem, and  that  money  is  being  thrown  out 
the  window. 

The  statement  has  been  made  that  the 
fund  is  $330  billion  out  of  balance.  That 
statement  might  be  accepted  by  some- 
one who  did  not  know  anything  about 
the  insurance  business.  The  only  trouble 
with  it  is  that  if  every  claim  on  every 
policy  possessed  by  an  insurance  com- 
pany became  due,  that  company  would 
be  insolvent.  In  other  words,  if  Aetna 
Insurance  Co.  had  to  pay  a  death  claim 
on  every  policy  it  has  outstanding  now, 
it  could  not  do  so.  But  the  insurance 
companies  do  not  operate  in  that  way. 
They  remain  in  business  over  a  long 
period  of  years.  They  pay  year  by  year 
the  claims  that  arise,  but  they  do  not 
have  to  pay  a  death  claim  on  every  policy 
issued  by  the  company  every  year.  If 
they  were  required  to  do  so,  there  would 
not  be  any  insurance  companies.  Those 
who  talk  about  the  social  security  system 
in  that  vein  ought  to  stop  and  go  back 
to  the  fundamentals  of  insurance. 

As  the  result  of  Senate  and  House 
deliberations  in  past  years,  imbalances 
have  been  produced.  I  do  not  believe 
that  that  would  happen  this  year.  If  the 
Senate  adopts  the  Gore  amendment  with 
the  increases  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  the  measure  will  go  to 
a  conference  between  the  House  and  the 
Senate.  I  somewhat  suspect  that  a  man 
named  Wilbur  Mills  will  sit  with  the 
fine  conferees  that  will  be  named  as  con- 
ferees on  the  part  of  the  Senate.  That 
conference  will  decide  that  some  things 
may  have  to  give,  and  the  conferees  will 
end  with  a  modified  version  which  will 
not  cost  too  much. 

But  if  we  assume  that  all  provisions 
now  in  the  Gore  amendment  would  be- 
come effective,  there  would  be  a  lack  of 
balance  of  0.30. 

Does  any  Senator  suggest  that  that  is 
a  very  serious  figure?  It  is  not  at  all. 

In  1954  the  Congress  passed  a  bill 
which  was  signed  by  the  then  President 
of  the  United  States,  which  resulted  in 
an  imbalance  of  0.38.  That  is  more  than 
the  Gore  amendment  would  result  in  if 
adopted  with  all  the  language  contained 
in  the  amendment.  We  got  along  all 
right.   The  Treasury  Building  is  still  in 
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its  usual  place.  It  did  not  collapse.  The 
Federal  Government  did  not  go  to  pieces. 
The  banks  did  not  close.  The  rise  in  the 
wage  level  and  various  other  things  took 
care  of  that  situation  very  nicely. 
,  In  1961,  under  a  different  President, 
the  Congress  passed  another  bill,  which 
resulted  in  an  imbalance  of  0.31.  So  in 
both  1954  and  1961  we  passed  and  put 
upon  the  statute  books  by  the  vote  of 
nearly  every  Senator,  bills  that  called  for 
a  greater  imbalance  than  would  the 
amendment  which  we  are  now  consider- 
ing, even  with  the  increase  proposed  by 
the  House  added  to  the  increase  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  and  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]. 

I  hope,  when  time  permits,  Senators 
will  read  carefully  the  memorandum 
which  I  believe  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]  has  placed  in  the 
Record.  That  was  the  memorandum  of 
August  31,  1964.  I  have  gone  to  meet- 
ings of  the  Finance  Committee  when 
representatives  of  the  Social  Security 
Administration  have  been  present.  I 
have  done  so  for  a  good  many  years. 
Robert  Myers,  who  signed  the  memo- 
randum, is  highly  regarded.  If  Senators 
who  have  been  quoting  the  imbalance 
figures  so  freely  do  not  trust  him,  let 
them  rise  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and 
say  so,  and  see  what  sort  of  response 
they  get  from  those  of  us  who  have 
watched  him  work.  He  is  accurate,  and 
does  good  work.  He  has  stated  what  the 
situation  is. 

Similar  questions  have  arisen  before. 
Even  back  in  the  days  of  1935  people 
said  that  awful  things  would  happen  to 
this  fund. 

But  when  the  social  security  bill  was 
before  the  Senate  in  1962,  certain  ques- 
tions were  raised  about  the  stability  and 
financial  reliability  of  the  insurance 
fund.  At  that  time  I  produced  the  latest 
trustee's  report.  It  was  signed  by  some 
very  interesting  individuals.  It  was 
signed  by  a  man  named  Robert  Ander- 
son, who  was  highly  regarded  by  a  previ- 
ous President  of  the  United  States,  who 
made  him  Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 
He  went  to  New  York  and  assumed  fi- 
nancial responsibilities  there.  He  was 
one  of  those  signing  the  report.  We 
found  then  that  the  system  was  in  good 
financial  condition. 

I  refer  now  to  the  latest  report  of  the 
board  of  trustees  of  the  Federal  old-age 
and  survivors  insurance  trust  fund  and 
the  Federal  disability  insurance  trust 
fund  for  fiscal  year  1963,  House  Docu- 
ment 263.  Those  who  wish  to  read  it 
may  do  so.  I  do  not  believe  that  after 
one  reads  it  he  will  believe  anyone  who 
suggests  that  the  fund  is  $300  billion 
out  of  balance,  because  in  this  document 
it  is  stated: 

Thus,  on  the  basis  of  the  present  long- 
range  cost  estimates,  not  only  the  program 
as  a  who}e,  but  also  each  of  the  two  sub- 
divisions, would  be  in  close  actuarial 
balance. 

Frankly,  I  would  rather  have  the 
opinion  of  those  people  than  some  who 
have  been  testifying  about  the  situation 
today,  because  the  report  was  written 
and  signed  by  Douglas  Dillon,  Secretary 


of  the  Treasury,  who  is  the  managing 
trustee  of  the  trust  fund. 

Secretary  Dillon  is  not  unknown  on 
either  side  of  the  aisle.  He  served  in 
positions  of  responsibility  under  Repub- 
lican as  well  as  Democratic  administra- 
tions. If  someone  has  a  question  about 
his  ability,  he  should  challenge  him  as 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury;  but  if  he 
does  not  challenge  him,  he  should  accept 
the  statement  of  the  Secretary.  He  is  a 
man  who  inherited  a  large  sum  and  who 
has  increased  it  and  has  made  shrewd 
financial  transactions.  He  is  considered 
a  conservative  by  some  Members  of  this 
body. 

The  letter  of  transmittal  was  also 
signed  by  W.  Willard  Wirtz,  Secretary  of 
Labor.  It  was  also  signed  by  Anthony 
J.  Celebrezze,  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare.  It  was  also  signed 
by  Robert  M.  Ball,  Commissioner  of 
Social  Security  and  Secretary  of  the 
Board  of  Trustees. 

Those  individuals  have  been  studying 
the  problem  very  carefully.  They  say 
that  on  the  basis  of  present  long-range 
estimates,  not  only  the  program  as  a 
whole,  but  also  each  of  the  two  subdi- 
visions, would  be  in  close  actuarial 
balance. 

It  is  further  stated: 

It  may  be  noted  that  under  conditions 
of  actuarial  balance,  the  system  will  have 
sufficient  income  from  contributions  and 
from  interest  earned  on  investments  to  meet 
benefit  payments  and  administrative  ex- 
penses indefinitely  into  the  long-range 
future. 

That  is  one  opinion  I  hope  Members 
of  the  Senate  will  not  overlook.  It  is 
easy  to  rise  and  say  that  things  are 
terribly  wrong,  and  that  the  fund  is  torn 
to  pieces,  but  it  would  be  a  different 
thing  to  say  in  the  Finance  Committee, 
which  discussed  this  matter,  that  the 
fund  was  several  hundred  billion  dollars 
out  of  balance,  because  someone  would 
answer  that  statement,  and  anyone  who 
would  make  that  accusation  had  better 
be  prepared  with  facts.  It  is  only  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  where  we  can  talk 
freely,  that  we  hear  statements  of  that 
kind. 

I  hope  that  Senators  will  recognize 
that  the  bill  will  have  to  go  to  confer- 
ence. I  was  a  member  of  the  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  of  the  House,  and  I 
am  now  a  member  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee of  the  Senate.  When  the  con- 
ferees meet,  the  conference  committee 
will  be  staffed  by  excellent  personnel.  I 
have  no  feeling  whatever  that,  if  the 
bill  is  passed  with  the  Gore  amendment 
and  it  goes  to  conference,  Wilbur  Mills 
will  suddenly  become  foolish  after  all 
these  years  of  being  careful.  I  believe  I 
know  who  some  of  the  members  of  the 
conference  on  the  House  side  will  be. 
I  know  who  some  of  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate  will  be.  One  of  them 
will  be  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  who  is  highly  regarded  and  who 
is  known  as  being  conservative  in  public 
affairs. 

Another  member  of  the  conference  will 
probably  be  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long].  Another  will  probably  be 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 


ers].  On  the  Republican  side  members 
of  the  conference  probably  will  be  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
and  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl- 
son]. 

Those  are  the  ones  who  are  going  to  sit 
down  and  settle  this  issue.  Who  believes 
that  they  are  going  to  do  something  that 
would  result  in  throwing  the  fund  bil- 
lions of  dollars  into  imbalance?  I  do  not 
believe  it.  I  trust  them.  I  believe  they 
will  produce  something  worthwhile. 

This  question  should  be  handled  on  its 
own  merits.  Some  Members  of  the  Sen- 
ate have  said  that  they  would  vote  for  it 
if  the  bill  had  been  reported  in  a  proper 
fashion.  I  have  tried  to  do  it.  We  shall 
have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  it.  At 
one  time  the  committee  voted  not  to  hold 
hearings  on  the  measure.  When  it 
reached  the  floor,  some  Senators  said 
that  if  hearings  had  been  held  on  it,  they 
might  have  voted  for  it.  This  time  hear- 
ings were  held.  The  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee has  seen  that  the  measure  has 
reached  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  So  I  do 
not  believe  the  former  contention  can 
any  longer  be  made.  There  have  been 
exhaustive  hearings,  day  after  day  and 
week  after  week,  particularly  on  the 
Gore  amendment. 

Bear  in  mind  that  there  were  no  hear- 
ings on  the  Long  amendment  in  the  com- 
mittee. It  was  never  presented  in  the 
committee.  It  was  considered  only  when 
it  was  offered  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

One  Member  said  he  would  like  to  have 
an  opportunity  to  vote  on  the  bill  alone. 
Certain  Senators  I  could  name  on  this 
side  of  the  aisle  made  efforts  to  see  that 
that  could  not  happen.  Now  that  it  is 
here,  I  believe  we  ought  to  vote  favorably 
upon  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff]  such  time 
as  he  may  desire. 

Mr.  RIBICOFF.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
sat  at  this  desk  and  looked  up  at  the  gal- 
leries I  saw  the  man  who  succeeded  me 
as  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  the  Honorable  Anthony  Cele- 
brezze. My  mind  went  back  to  2  years 
ago,  when  I  occupied  a  similar  seat  in  the 
galleries.  Looking  down  as  the  Senate 
voted  on  the  King-Anderson  bill,  I  recall 
my  deep  disappointment  then  when,  by  a 
close  vote,  the  measure  was  defeated. 

I  realized  then  that,  so  far  as  I  was 
concerned,  legislation  as  vital  as  this 
would  require  much  more  than  a  seat  in 
the  gallery,  or  speeches  by  me  across 
the  country.  I  realized,  as  a  member  of 
the  executive  branch,  that  the  decision 
to  provide  adequate  health  care  for  the 
aged  would  have  to  be  made  on  the  floors 
of  the  two  Houses  of  Congress. 

I  am  pleased  now  to  be  a  Member  of 
this  great  body,  for  instead  of  sitting  in 
the  gallery,  as  a  Senator  I  can  at  least 
cast  my  vote  for  the  Gore  amendment; 
I  can  cast  my  vote  for  18  million  Ameri- 
cans who  are  over  65  years  of  age;  I  can 
cast  my  vote  in  favor  of  a  proposal  to 
solve  what  I  consider  to  be  the  greatest 
need  of  our  older  citizens  in  the  United 
States  today. 

I  am  convinced  that  there  is  nothing 
further  that  one  can  say  in  the  debate 
that  will  change  one  vote.   I  am  con- 
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vinced  that,  in  spite  of  the  argument 
made  for  or  against  the  bill,  there  is  not 
a  man  or  woman  in  this  body  who  does 
not  know  the  intricacies  and  the  argu- 
ments for  and  against  health  care  for 
the  aging  under  social  security.  It  is 
the  most  controversial  domestic  issue 
that  has  been  before  the  Congress  in 
many  years.  It  has  been  debated.  It 
has  been  discussed.  It  has  been  argued 
through  the  newspapers,  over  the  radio 
and  television,  and  on  public  platforms. 
I  also  believe  that  there  is  not  a  man  or 
woman  who  has  run  for  Congress  who 
has  not  had  to  take  a  stand  on  this  im- 
portant issue. 

Under  the  circumstances,  there  is  noth- 
ing that  anyone  can  add  to  what  has  been 
said  which  would  influence  even  one  vote 
in  the  Senate.  In  spite  of  the  arguments 
that  have  been  made  by  me  and  other 
Senators,  for  and  against  what  is  before 
us,  the  issue  is  clear.  The  vote  which 
each  Member  of  this  body  will  cast  today 
will  say  to  the  people  of  this  country  and 
to  the  people  of  his  State,  "I  am  for,  or 
against,  health  care  for  the  aging  under 
social  security." 

In  addition,  he  will  be  saying  some- 
thing else.  Should  the  pending  amend- 
ment fail  today,  should  it  be  turned  down 
by  the  Senate,  and  should  the  Long 
amendment  be  adopted,  it  is  my  predic- 
tion that  it  will  be  many  a  cold  winter 
before  there  will  be  any  hope  for  18  mil- 
lion aging  Americans  that  their  basic 
health  needs  will  ever  be  met  under  the 
social  security  system.  When  we  use  up 
the  last  precious  pennies  that  are  being 
used  to  finance  the  Long  amendment  as 
we  go  toward  a  tax  vote  of  10  percent  and 
above,  we  make  it  economically  infeasi- 
ble,  we  make  it  practically  inf  easible,  and 
we  make  it  politically  infeasible  to 
achieve  health  care  for  the  aging  under 
social  security. 

Let  us  also  realize  that  the  Kerr -Mills 
program,  which  is  advocated  by  those 
who  are  against  our  proposal,  is  not  a 
real  solution,  because  if  the  Kerr-Mills 
plan  were  carried  to  its  logical  conclusion, 
it  would  place  a  burden  on  the  general 
revenues  of  the  United  States  in  a  sum 
far  exceeding  what  has  been  requested 
through  fixed  contributions  under  the  so- 
cial security  system. 

If  this  amendment  is  rejected  our  an- 
swer to  the  country  today — to  the  18  mil- 
lion older  Americans  and  their  children 
and  grandchildren — and  to  the  thousands 
of  other  Americans  who  will  reach  age  65 
during  the  next  decade,  is  that  on  this 
day  in  the  Senate  more  than  one-half  of 
the  Senators  present  and  voting  voted 
against  taking  care  of  the  basic  health 
needs  of  18  million  Americans.  That  will 
be  the  answer  that  will  go  out  to  the 
country.  I  am  hopeful  that  it  will  not 
and  the  amendment  will  carry. 

I  have  concluded  my  remarks.  I  do 
not  assume  that  I  have  changed  a  vote, 
but  I  believe  that  we  should  face  the  is- 
sue clearly.  The  vote  today  will  decide 
what  we  shall  do  to  take  care  of  one  of  the 
greatest  needs  of  the  people  of  our  Na- 
tion. 

I  yield  2  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mrs.  NEUBERGER.  Mr.  Presdent,  it 
is  with  some  humility  and  temerity  that  I 


find  myself  speaking  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  following  the  two  previous  speak- 
ers, both  of  them  former  members  of 
the  Cabinet  and  both  with  long  expe- 
rience in  the  field  of  doing  something  to 
help  our  aging  population  anticipate  and 
prepare  for  their  declining  years  in  the 
area  of  health  care. 

Mr.  President,  once  again  the  Senate 
has  an  opportunity  to  distinguish  itself. 
Our  approval  of  the  Gore  amendment 
today  would  mark  another  milestone  in 
the  road  toward  the  "great  society." 

I  have  been  an  active  member  of  the 
Special  Committee  on  Aging  since  its 
establishment.  I  have  had  an  opportun- 
ity over  the  years  to  study  the  problems 
and  potential  of  our  older  Americans  at 
firsthand. 

Clearly,  the  greatest  single  threat  to 
the  ability  of  the  elderly  to  live  in  con- 
tinued independence  and  dignity  is  the 
overriding  and  very  real  fear  of  the 
financial  catastrophe  resulting  from  the 
inevitable  and  recurrent  costs  of  hospital 
and  related  care. 

The  program  which  would  be  estab- 
lished by  the  Gore  amendment  is  not 
represented  as  the  complete  answer  to 
the  pervasive  problem  of  the  high  costs 
of  necessary  health  care.  What  would 
be  established,  however,  is  a  basic  floor 
of  protection  against  those  items  of  ex- 
pense which  have  the  greatest  impact 
in  the  shortest  period  of  time — those  ex- 
penses associated  with  hospital  care. 

What  we  seek  to  accomplish  with  this 
program  is  to  assure  our  millions  of  fine 
older  Americans — and  those  future  gen- 
erations of  elderly — that  the  hard-earned 
savings  and  effort  of  a  lifetime  will  not 
be  swept  away  overnight  through  cir- 
cumstances over  which  they  have  no 
control. 

There  are  public  and  private  programs 
in  existence  which  afford  some  help  to 
some  of  our  older  people.  I  am  speak- 
ing of  Kerr-Mills  MAA  and  private 
health  insurance.  But,  as  presently  con- 
stituted, both  Kerr-Mills  and  private 
health  insurance  are  totally  inadequate 
means  of  coping  with  a  major  problem. 
Perhaps,  they  could  function  more  effec- 
tively as  complemental  or  supplemental 
programs  to  a  social  security-financed 
hospital  insurance  program.  I  certainly 
hope  so. 

Simply  stated,  Kerr-Mills  MAA  is  not 
a  national  solution  to  a  national  prob- 
lem. Eligibility  requirements  and  bene- 
fits vary  from  State  to  State  depending 
upon  whatever  matching  funds  a  given 
State  is  able  to  scrape  up  or  is  willing 
to  appropriate.  Where  Kerr-Mills  is  in 
operation,  the  programs  are  not  tailored 
to  the  health  needs  of  the  elderly  but 
rather  to  the  funds  available.  How  else 
can  one  explain  programs  which  pro- 
vide only  10  or  15  days  of  hospital  care 
during  an  illness?  Or,  authorize  one  or 
two  physician  visits  a  month,  regardless 
of  the  type  of  degree  of  illness? 

But  there  exists  a  basic  failing  in  the 
Kerr-Mills  approach  which  has  always 
disturbed  me.  Kerr-Mills  does  not  pre- 
vent indigency — it  only  functions  after 
the  older  person  has  reached  a  depend- 
ency level.  What  we  seek  is  to  prevent 
dependency.  The  way  to  achieve  that  is 
by  means  of  an  insurance  program  which 


affords  help  as  soon  as  illness  strikes  and 
thereby  helps  preserve  and  conserve  the 
irreplaceable  financial  resources  of  our 
older  people.  Thus,  after  a  period  of 
illness,  with  their  assets  relatively  intact, 
thanks  to  the  insurance  program,  contin- 
ued independent  living  is  possible.  And, 
of  course,  social  security  hospital  insur- 
ance would  not  subject  the  elderly  to  the 
indignities  which  are  part  and  parcel 
of  welfare  care. 

Private  health  insurance  has,  in  in- 
stances, made  substantial  strides  in  ex- 
tending coverage  to  the  aged.  But,  in 
most  instances,  the  coverage  is  inade- 
quate. The  Subcommittee  on  Health  of 
the  Elderly  found  that  only  one  in  four 
of  our  older  people  hold  hospital  insur- 
ance policies  which  might  be  character- 
ized as  adequate  under  the  definition 
established  by  the  American  Hospital 
Association. 

The  problem  of  covering  the  aged 
adequately  is  virtually  insoluble  for  pri- 
vate insurance.  The  elderly  use  far  more 
benefits  than  do  younger  people  and  thus 
higher  rates  must  be  charged  if  adequate 
coverage  is  to  be  provided.  But,  the 
sharply  reduced  income  during  the  re- 
tirement years  makes  it  virtually  impos- 
sible for  older  people  to  purchase  ade- 
quate insurance.  And  higher  and  higher 
hospital  costs  drive  premium  charges  up 
and  up  ever  further  beyond  the  reach  of 
the  limited  pocketbooks  of  our  older 
Americans. 

We  must  act  affirmatively  today.  The 
need  is  recognized,  the  proposal  is  sound, 
our  duty  is  clear. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  today  we  have  an  opportunity 
to  honor  the  pledge  of  Presidents  Ken- 
nedy and  Johnson  and  the  Democratic 
Party  to  18  million  older  Americans  and 
their  families. 

Today  we  have  an  opportunity  to  vote 
for  the  enactment  of  a  program  that  will 
help  meet  the  needs  of  all  the  genera- 
tions— young  and  old — now  and  to  come. 
Today  we  have  an  opportunity  to  pre- 
serve and  strengthen  the  independence 
and  dignity  of  our  older  people. 

If  we  act  today,  grandparents  and 
parents  will  no  longer  have  to  make 
tragic  appeals  to  their  families  for  finan- 
cial help  with  the  hospital  bills  which 
beset  them. 

If  we  act  today,  grandparents  and  par- 
ents will  know  that  their  children  and 
their  children's  children  will  not  have 
to  deprive  themselves  of  educational  op- 
portunity and  of  provision  for  their  own 
futures,  in  order  to  pay  the  health  ex- 
penses of  their  older  relatives. 

If  we  act  today,  grandparents  and  par- 
ents will  know  that  their  children  and 
their  children's  children  will  no  longer 
have  to  undergo  extensive  welfare  de- 
partment investigation  before  health 
benefits  are  made  available. 

If  we  act  today  as  we  should  act,  chil- 
dren and  grandchildren  will  kr.ow  that 
their  parents  and  grandparents  will  re- 
ceive hospital  insurance  benefits  through 
a  dignified  and  time-tested  mechanism. 
They  will  know  that  the  benefits  will  be 
made  available  as  soon  as  needed,  and 
without  the  indignity  of  means  tests. 
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Their  children  and  their  grandchildren 
will  know  that  those  they  love  and  re- 
spect will  not  be  forced  to  plead  for  fam- 
ily help.  After  a  lifetime  of  hard  work, 
older  Americans  want,  and  are  entitled 
to,  independence  and  dignity. 

It  is  not  that  children  and  grandchil- 
dren do  not  want  to  help,  or  would  not 
help  to  the  limit  of  their  ability.  Most 
families  now  assist  to  some  extent  with 
the  routine  living  expenses  of  their  older 
members.  But  the  high  and  unpredict- 
able costs  of  necessary  health  care  put 
an  unusual  strain  on  family  finances ;  and 
the  pending  measure  would  ease  it  sub- 
stantially. 

The  children  and  grandchildren  of 
today's  elderly  know  that  they  are  not 
only  helping  to  provide  for  their  parents 
and  grandparents;  they  are  also  provid- 
ing for  their  own  retirement  years.  They 
are  helping  to  assure  that  during  their 
latter  years  they  will  have  the  same 
measure  of  dignity  and  peace  of  mind 
which  they  seek  now  for  their  parents 
and  their  grandparents. 

Mr.  President,  today  we  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  help  enact  a  program  which  will 
benefit  all  Americans  of  all  ages. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  1  minute  to  the 
Senator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  for  several 
years  I  have  supported  the  Kennedy- 
Johnson  program  of  hospital  insurance 
for  the  elderly.  It  is,  I  believe,  the  most 
effective  available  means  of  meeting  the 
health  needs  of  our  senior  citizens. 

Nor  is  my  opinion  changed  by  the 
return  trip  the  Republican  Presidential 
nominee  has  made  in  order  to  vote 
against  the  social  security  approach  to 
hospital  care  of  our  senior  citizens. 

To  cite  just  a  few  reasons  why  this 
medicare  program  is  of  particular  im- 
portance to  the  citizens  of  Michigan, 
I  call  attention  to  a  few,  simple,  undis- 
puted facts. 

First,  we  have  today  in  Michigan  some 
685,000  people  who  are  65  and  over.  It 
surprises  many  that  Michigan  has  more 
senior  citizens  than  Florida,  a  State  often 
considered  to  be  the  haven  of  the  aged. 

Second,  the  percentage  of  our  elderly 
who  already  qualify  for  social  security  is 
high.  Last  December  in  Michigan,  803 
persons  out  of  every  1,000  aged  65  and 
over  were  drawing  social  security  retire- 
ment payments.  This  is  the  second  high- 
est percentage  in  the  Nation. 

In  1963  alone,  more  than  $425  million 
was  paid  under  the  old-age  insurance 
program  to  elderly  residents  of  Michigan. 
In  1963,  a  total  of  $705  million  was  paid 
out  in  Michigan  under  all  social  security 
programs.  This  figure  in  itself  should 
be  a  sobering  rebuttal  to  those  who  would 
make  social  security  a  "voluntary" 
program. 

Third,  even  with  these  large  social 
security  payments,  Michigan's  older 
citizens  are  facing  difficult  financial 
problems.  The  latest  U.S.  census  infor- 
mation shows  48  percent  of  the  aged  hus- 
bands and  wives  in  Michigan  with  in- 
comes of  less  than  $3,000.  This  is  below 
what  is  commonly  accepted  as  the  pov- 
erty level  of  subsistence. 

And  83  percent  of  the  aged  who  were 
single,  and  who  had  any  income  at  all, 
received  less  than  $2,000  a  year.  Sixty 


percent  had  less  than  $1,000  in  annual 
income. 

Objective  observers  agree  that  the 
record  of  the  Congress  now  about  to 
close  its  books  is  one  of  extraordinary 
achievement.  It  should  not  close  its 
books,  however,  until  we  make  good  on 
our  long-promised  program  of  hospital 
care  for  older  citizens  within  the  social 
security  system. 

There  are  those  who  would  argue  that 
an  elderly  couple  may  enjoy  a  "reason- 
ably adequate  living"  on  $2,000  a  year. 
I  doubt  this  is  true  either  in  Michigan 
or  elsewhere. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  far  too  many  eld- 
erly persons  in  Michigan  have  been 
forced  to  turn  to  the  relief  rolls.  Some 
50,000  older  Michigan  citizens  receive  an 
average  of  $85  a  month  under  the  old-age 
assistance  program.  This  is,  at  best,  a 
bargain-basement  existence. 

I  have  said  many  times  in  the  past 
that  the  Kerr-Mills  program  in  effect  in 
Michigan,  with  its  degrading  means  test, 
offers  too  little  for  too  few  people. 

While  it  has  been  of  value  as  a  supple- 
ment to  the  social  security  program,  it  is 
not  now  and  never  will  be  a  substitute 
for  the  King-Anderson  program. 

The  stringent  eligibility  requirements 
of  Kerr-Mills  in  Michigan  excludes  thou- 
sands of  elderly  people  who  desperately 
need  help  with  their  hopsital  bills. 
Thousands  more,  too  proud  to  beg  for 
relief,  will  not  apply. 

To  qualify  for  Kerr-Mills  assistance  in 
Michigan,  the  annual  income  of  an  aged 
couple  must  be  less  than  $2,700.  Thus, 
an  elderly  couple  with  $2,701  income  in 
1  year  would  not  be  eligible  for  1 
penny  of  help*  even  though  faced  with 
thousands  of  dollars  in  medical  expenses. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  a  couple  with 
an  income  of  $2,699  per  year — $2  less — 
could  get  help  even  though  their  hospital 
bill  was  less  than  $100. 

This  demonstrates  the  injustice  of  an 
arbitrary  cutoff  point  on  income  eligibil- 
ity. 

There  should  be  a  liberalization  of 
these  stringent  eligibility  laws  for  the 
Kerr-Mills  program,  but  even  such  a 
liberalized  Kerr-Mills  law  is  not  the  final 
answer. 

Call  it  by  any  name  you  want,  the 
Kerr-Mills  program  still  remains  a  relief 
program. 

In  my  mind,  "relief"  programs  should 
be  a  last-ditch  recourse  to  be  employed 
when  no  acceptable  alternative  is  avail- 
able. The  older  people  of  Michigan  and 
all  the  States  are  entitled  to  a  program 
under  which  their  independence  and 
dignity  are  respected. 

That  is  why  I  have  long  supported 
efforts  here  in  the  Senate  to  adopt  the 
social  security  approach  to  financing 
hospital  and  nursing  home  care.  It 
enables  broad  provision  while  one  is 
young  and  gainfully  employed  to  make 
provision  for  the  later  years. 

This  approach  is  sound  because  it  does 
not  require  that  lifetime  savings  be  vir- 
tually exhausted  before  help  is  forth- 
coming. 

It  is  sound  because  it  does  not  require 
that  older  people  must  spend  large  por- 
tions of  their  limited  incomes  for  health 


care  at  the  expense  of  food,  clothing,  and 
other  household  expenses. 

This  is  a  sound  approach  because  it 
does  not  require  the  would-be  bene- 
ficiary to  give  the  State  a  claim  on  his 
home  collectible  after  death. 

It  is  sound  because  I  believe  that  after 
a  lifetime  of  prudent  and  independent 
living  our  older  citizens  should.be  spared 
the  possibility — one  might  even  say  the 
probability — that  they  will  be  pauperized 
by  a  serious  illness  which  they  can 
neither  predict  nor  against  which  defend 
themselves. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Hawaii 
such  time  as  he  may  require. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  2  years  ago 
the  Senate  engaged  in  a  great  debate 
over  hospital  insurance  plans  for  the 
aged.  All  proposals  were  defeated,  in- 
cluding the  administration-backed  An- 
derson-Javits  plan,  which  lost  on  a  very 
close  vote  of  52  to  48. 

I  did  not  believe  then  that  the  Ander- 
son-Javits  proposal  was  the  proper  an- 
swer to  medical  care  for  our  aged  popu- 
lation. 

I  do  not  believe  now  that  the  Gore 
amendment  No.  1256,  which  is  a  direct 
descendant  of  the  Anderson-Javits  pro- 
posal and  which  is  essentially  the  King- 
Anderson  bill  is  the  proper  answer.  It 
differs  from  the  King-Anderson  bill  in 
that  it  provides  for  higher  taxes,  less 
nursing  home  care,  and  requires  cost- 
sharing  of  hospitals  expenses  under  the 
long-term  option.  In  addition,  it  is  con- 
templated that  a  $7  across-the-board  so- 
cial security  benefit  increase  will  be  of- 
fered if  amendment  No.  1256  is  adopted. 
These  two  features  make  up  Gore 
amendment  No.  1256  offered  in  place  of 
H.R.  11865  as  reported  by  the  Finance 
Committee. 

All  of  the  fundamental  defects  and  all 
of  the  fundamental  dangers  of  the  An- 
derson-Javits proposal  of  2  years  ago  re- 
main in  the  Gore  amendment.  Events 
since  then  have  only  reinforced  the  argu- 
ments against  this  approach  to  aged  med- 
ical care. 

BETTER   WATS   TO   PROVIDE   AGED   MEDICAL  CARE 

I  believe  there  are  better  ways  to  help 
those  millions  of  persons  past  age  65  ob- 
tain protect'on  against  costly  illness. 

I  bel*eve  an  adequate  medical  care  pro- 
gram for  the  aged  who  cannot  finance 
such  care  should  provide  comprehensive 
coverage  including  doctor's  care,  should 
allow  each  person  freedom  of  choice  as 
to  hospital,  nursing  home,  and  doctor, 
and  should  be  financed  out  of  general 
revenues  so  as  to  distribute  the  cost  of 
the  program  as  fairly  as  possible. 

Over  the  years,  I  have  sponsored  pro- 
posals to  accomplish  this.  I  joined  in  an 
amendment  to  the  pending  bill,  H.R. 
11865,  under  which  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment would  contribute  one-half  up  to 
$90  toward  the  premium  of  comprehen- 
sive health  insurance  for  persons  past  65. 

Unfortunately  because  of  the  present 
parliamentary  situation,  this  amendment 
cannot  be  brought  up  at  this  time  for  a 
vote  before  Gore  amendment  No.  1256  is 
voted  on. 

Under  this  plan,  called  health  insur- 
ance 65,  the  Federal  Government  would 
pay  up  to  $75  toward  the  cost  of  a  short- 
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term  illness  insurance  policy.  The  policy 
would  have  to  include  at  least  the  fol- 
lowing benefits: 

Up  to  45  days  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  at  up  to  $30  a  day. 

Nursing  home  care  up  to  90  days  at  up 
to  $15  a  day  after  transfer  from  a  hos- 
pital stay  of  at  least  72  hours. 

Up  to  $200  in  surgical  services. 

Up  to  three  visits  to  doctors'  offices  at 
up  to  $5  per  visit. 

Up  to  $60  in  outpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices, including  diagnostic,  X-ray,  and 
laboratory  services. 

Outpatient  surgical  services. 

Visiting  nurse  services  of  up  to  10 
days. 

If  a  person  desired  protection  against 
long-term  illness,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment would  pay  up  to  $90  toward  the 
premium  of  a  policy  which  provided  at 
least  the  following: 

Up  to  75  days  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  at  up  to  $30  a  day. 

Up  to  150  days  of  nursing  home  care 
at  up  to  $15  a  day  upon  transfer  from  a 
hospital  stay  of  at  least  72  hours. 

Up  to  $300  in  surgical  services. 

Up  to  five  visits  to  a  doctor's  office  up 
to  $5  per  visit. 

Up  to  $90  of  outpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices, including  diagnostic,  X-ray,  and 
laboratory  services. 

Outpatient  surgical  services. 

Visiting  nurses  services  for  up  to  30 
days. 

COMPREHENSIVE  CAM:  FAIR  COST  DISTRIBUTION 

When  Congress  decides  to  embark  this 
Nation  on  another  medical  care  program 
for  aged  persons,  we  should  provide  a 
program  that  does  the  job — not  a  frac- 
tion of  the  job — and  distribute  the  cost 
as  fairly  as  possible — not  saddle  one  seg- 
ment of  our  people  with  what  inevitably 
will  prove  very  costly. 

EXISTING  SITUATION 

Before  legislating  on  this  important 
and  far-reaching  problem,  Congress 
must  take  stock  of  the  situation  exist- 
ing today.  We  legislate  in  the  context 
of  the  present  and  in  anticipation  of  the 
future. 

First,  let  us  consider  the  existing  situ- 
ation. 

OLD-AGE  ASSISTANCE 

For  older  persons  without  resources, 
the  program  of  old-age  assistance  pro- 
vides medical  care  without  cost  to  the 
aged  individual.  This  program  should 
be  improved.  More  than  2  million  aged 
persons  receive  medical  care  under  old- 
age  assistance  each  year.  States  have 
improved  the  old-age  assistance  program 
and  should  make  even  further  improve- 
ments. 

MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE  TO  AGED  (KERR-MILLS) 

For  elderly  persons  who  are  able  to  pay 
their  normal  living  expenses  but  who 
cannot  finance  costs  of  medical  care, 
Congress  in  1960  enacted  the  program 
of  medical  assistance  to  the  aged.  Fed- 
eral law  permits  very  comprehensive  cov- 
erage to  be  provided  by  States,  if  they 
desire,  and  does  not  impose  any  means 
test  upon  aged  persons. 

In  order  to  take  care  of  those  aged 
persons  most  in  need  of  assistance,  the 
States  in  implementing  the  Federal  law 


have  imposed  eligibility  requirements.  In 
some  States,  a  means  test  has  been  ap- 
proved by  the  State  legislature  and  in 
some  States  relatives  have  some  respon- 
sibility to  help  the  aged  with  their  med- 
ical bills. 

I  wish  to  emphasize  that  such  require- 
ments are  not  imposed  by  the  Federal 
Kerr-Mills  Act.  They  are  imposed  by 
the  State  legislature,  and  if  the  people 
of  those  States  object  to  such  require- 
ments, they  should  urge  their  legislatures 
to  repeal  them. 

The  Kerr-Mills  Act  imposes  very  few 
limits  on  the  kind  and  the  extent  of 
medical  care  States  may  provide.  It  is 
up  to  the  States  to  determine  who  is  eli- 
gible for  Kerr-Mills  aid  for  the  act  only 
requires  that  the  aid  go  to  recipients 
"whose  income  and  resources  are  insuffi- 
cient to  meet  the  costs  of  necessary  med- 
ical services." 

Under  such  a  broad  definition,  the 
States  can  make  eligible  all  who  need 
assistance  and  can  furnish  a  very  broad 
range  of  medical  services. 

The  Federal  Government  will  con- 
tribute from  50  to  80  percent  of  cost  of 
States  Kerr-Mills  program.  There  is  no 
dollar  limit  on  the  Federal  share. 

Under  the  Federal  law,  no  durational 
residence  requirement  can  be  made  by 
States  and  no  liens  can  be  placed  against 
an  aged  person's  property  while  h^  or  his 
spouse  is  alive. 

I  believe  the  States  should  liberalize 
both  benefits  and  eligibility  requirements 
for  Kerr-Mills  assistance. 

In  spite  of  all  the  lack  of  enthusiasm 
by  the  Federal  administration  for  the 
Kerr-Mills  program,  it  is  worth  noting 
that  in  the  hearings  just  held  by  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  the  adminis- 
tration disclosed  it  does  not  recommend 
repeal  of  this  act. 

As  of  June  30  this  year,  33  States  and 
4  jurisdictions  had  put  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
grams into  operation.  In  addition,  two 
States  had  submitted  plans  to  the  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare although  they  were  not  in  opera- 
tion; two  States  were  preparing  their 
plans ;  two  more  States  had  enacted  laws 
and  one  was  in  process ;  and  three  States 
have  authority  for  Kerr-Mills  but  its  im- 
plementation is  indefinite. 

In  Hawaii,  we  have  a  very  compre- 
hensive Kerr-Mills  program,  termed  "a 
wonderful  program"  last  year  by  an  offi- 
cial of  the  department  of  social  services. 
The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  has  listed  Hawaii  as  one  of 
four  States  providing  "a  comprehensive 
scope  of  medical  services  under  MAA" 
which  pay  for  "hospital  care,  nursing 
home  care,  practitioners'  services,  dental 
care,  and  pharmaceutical  services  with 
no  significant  limitations  on  conditions 
needing  care  or  on  extent  of  care." 

In  the  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  338,- 
200  persons  had  received  Kerr-Mills — 
MAA — aid  throughout  the  Nation  at  a 
cost  of  $289.2  million. 

In  May  this  year,  181,056  persons  re- 
ceived MAA  assistance  at  a  total  cost 
nationwide  of  $35,219,429.  In  Hawaii, 
506  aged  persons  received  MAA  aid  at 
a  cost  of  $157,654. 

For  the  entire  fiscal  year  1964,  an  es- 
timated 452,600  persons  throughout  the 


Nation  received  MAA  assistance  at  total 
estimated  costs  of  $390.6  million. 

In  Hawaii,  preliminary  figures  submit- 
ted to  me  show  $1,750,000  were  expended 
for  MAA  recipients  in  fiscal  year  1964. 
There  were  an  average  of  508  persons  a 
month  helped  under  MAA  for  the  last  6 
months  of  the  fiscal  year. 

For  fiscal  year  1965,  total  expenditures 
for  MAA  are  estimated  at  $451.4  million, 
of  which  $235.2  million  will  be  the  Fed- 
eral share.  An  estimated  532,100  per- 
sons would  be  aided. 

There  is  no  way  of  determining  exactly 
how  many  older  persons  are  eligible  for 
MAA  aid.  At  the  time  the  act  was 
passed  some  10  million  people  were  es- 
timated to  qualify. 

PRIVATE  INSURANCE 

Last  April  hearings  of  the  Senate  Sub- 
committee on  Health  of  the  Elderly 
which  I  attended,  disclosed  that  from  9 
to  10  million  of  the  17  million  noninsti- 
tutionalized  Americans  past  65  have  Blue 
Cross  or  other  private  health  insurance 
coverage. 

Unfortunately,  the  majority  report 
distorted  the  record  of  hearings  by  fail- 
ing to  cite  the  obvious  progress  made  in 
health  protection  for  older  Americans. 
It  lacks  balance  and  objectivity  by  ignor- 
ing the  substantial  public  service  ren- 
dered by  nonprofit  Blue  Cross  and  private 
insurance  companies  in  behalf  of  the 
aged. 

The  evident  bias  of  the  majority  report 
against  voluntary  health  insurance  is 
very  disturbing,  for  the  total  impact 
seems  designed  to  undermine  confidence 
of  existing  policyholders  and  prospective 
policyholders — aged  and  young  alike — 
in  fine  organizations  like  Blue  Cross. 

This  is  a  great  disservice  to  the  people 
of  America. 

For  the  majority  report  to  condemn 
the  vast  majority  of  voluntary  aged 
health  insurance  as  inadequate  and  then 
to  recommend  instead  the  administra- 
tion's hospital  insurance  plan,  which 
administration  spokesmen  admit  will 
cover  only  25  to  30  percent  of  aged  health 
care  costs,  is  inconsistent  to  say  the 
least. 

In  individual  views  submitted  on  these 
hearings,  I  summarized  the  situation  as 
follows : 

1.  Over  the  past  10  years,  tremendous 
progress  has  been  made  in  health  insurance 
benefits  and  care  for  the  aged  and  in  num- 
bers of  persons  past  65  having  health  insur- 
ance coverage. 

Broader,  more  comprehensive  benefits, 
guaranteed  renewable  (nonrevocable)  pro- 
visions, group  insurance,  mass  enrollments, 
and  other  improvements  described  in  the 
hearings  are  solid  evidence  of  progress. 

Further  improvement  in  aged  health  in- 
surance is  expected. 

2.  Some  54  to  60  percent  of  the  Nation's 
approximately  17  million  noninstitutional- 
ized  people  age  65  or  older  have  voluntary 
health  insurance.  Another  12  to  14  percent 
of  this  aged  group  have  medical  coverage 
through  old-age  assistance,  and  an  indeter- 
minate additional  number  are  eligible  for 
medical  assistance  for  the  aged. 

3.  Approximately  one-half  of  those  with 
voluntary  health  insurance  are  under  non- 
profit Blue  Cross  protection;  the  other  half 
have  insurance  written  by  private  companies, 
many  of  which  are  nonprofit. 
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4.  A  great  variety  of  health  insurance  plans 
are  presently  available  from  which  the  el- 
derly may  choose  policies  best  matching 
their  needs  and  willingness  and  ability  to 

pay. 

No  accurate  judgment  is  possible  as  to  how 
many  older  persons  have  adequate  coverage. 
What  is  adequate  for  one  person  may  not  be 
adequate  for  another.  What  is  adequate  in 
a  low-cost  area  may  not  be  adequate  in  a 
high-cost  area.  The  hearing  record  did  not 
develop  sufficient  information  on  adequacy. 

5.  Costs  of  health  care  are  rising  and  this 
trend  is  expected  to  continue.  Whether 
health  care  is  financed  through  Government 
expenditures  or  individual  insurance  pre- 
miums, such  financing  must  be  adjusted 
from  time  to  time  to  reflect  these  rising 
costs. 

***** 

The  hearings  showed  that  there  are  pres- 
ently available  for  older  persons  policies  of- 
fering comprehensive  hospital,  surgical,  and 
other  major  medical  benefits  on  a  guaranteed 
renewal  basis.  The  premiums  naturally  re- 
flect the  comprehensive  benefits. 

From  the  hearings  it  is  clear  that  those 
who  can  afford  and  who  are  willing  to  pay 
the  premiums  for  such  coverage  can  ob- 
tain it. 

It  is  also  clear  from  the  hearing  record 
that  some — how  many  no  one  knows — of 
those  65  and  older  cannot  afford  to  pay  the 
premiums  for  the  best  policies  available. 

The  central  problem  in  providing  health 
insurance  protection  is  financing. 

Available  statistics  on  the  financial  status 
of  our  aged  population  are  very  sketchy,  too 
incomplete  to  derive  an  accurate  picture.  It 
is  reasonable  to  say,  however,  that  a  good 
many  older  persons  lack  the  wherewithal  to 
buy  comprehensive  health  insurance. 

THE  JOB  REMAINING 

Old-age  assistance  takes  care  of  those 
without  any  resources.  Kerr-Mills  takes 
care  of  those  who  cannot  take  care  of  big 
medical  expenses  although  they  are 
otherwise  self-sufficient.  The  affluent 
elderly  can  buy  their  own  insurance. 

It  is  those  people  not  in  the  above  three 
categories  who  need  financial  assistance 
in  protecting  themselves  against  medi- 
cal and  doctor  bills. 

GORE  AMENDMENT    (KING-ANDERSON  BILL)  NOT 
THE  ANSWER 

But  the  Gore  amendment — the  admin- 
istration plan — is  not  the  answer. 

Here  is  what  the  administration  plan 
provides : 

First.  A  choice  of  one  of  the  three  hos- 
pitalization plans — this  is  a  once-in-a- 
lifetime  choice;  once  made  a  person  can 
never  change  it:  (a)  90  days  with  a  $10 
deductible  each  day  up  to  9  days — $20 
minimum  deductible — or  if  he  chooses, 
(b)  45  days  with  no  deductible,  or  if  he 
chooses,  (c)  180  days  with  a  deductible 
of  whichever  is  smaller  first,  2V2  times 
the  daily  rate  throughout  the  Nation,  or, 
second,  charges  customarily  made  for 
such  services  by  the  hospital  furnishing 
them. 

Note:  If  hospital  costs  rise  after  1965 
and  the  earnings  base  is  not  changed 
proportionately,  in  1969  beneficiaries  of 
hospitalization  will  be  charged  a  daily 
differential — national  average  per  diem 
rates  in  1964-65 — $36 — and  the  average 
per  diem  rate  for  the  2  years  prior  to 
1969.  This  adjustment  will  take  place 
every  2  years  thereafter  to  take  into  ac- 
count later  hospital  cost  increases — hos- 
pital costs  have  been  rising  7  to  8  per- 
cent a  year. 


Second.  Up  to  60  days  in  a  skilled 
nursing  facility,  after  the  patient  is 
transferred  from  a  hospital  to  an  insti- 
tution under  control  of  or  affiliated  with 
a  hospital. 

Out  of  some  23,000  nursing  homes  and 
related  facilities  in  America,  there  are 
9,700  well  skilled  nursing  homes  under 
Public  Health  Service  definition.  Two 
years  ago,  it  was  said  about  1,000  nurs- 
ing homes  would  qualify  to  participate 
under  the  King-Anderson  bill.  The 
American  Medical  Association  estimates 
only  500  would  qualify. 

In  Hawaii,  there  are  25  nursing  homes, 
11  of  which  are  hospital-affiliated. 

Third.  Up  to  240  home  health  service 
visits  a  year  by  a  visiting  nurse  or  other 
health  worker  on  a  part-time  basis. 

Fourth.  Outpatient  diagnostic  serv- 
ices, subject  to  a  $20  deductible  per  30- 
day  period. 

Diagnosis  could  only  be  conducted  by 
hospital  interns  or  residents  in  the  out- 
patient clinic  of  a  participating  hos- 
pital— not  by  a  doctor  or  a  clinic  selected 
by  a  person. 

These  benefits,  according  to  adminis- 
tration spokesmen,  testifying  before  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee, 
would  cover  25  to  30  percent  of  the  aver- 
age medical  costs  of  persons  past  age  65. 

WHAT  GORE  (KING-ANDERSON)  DOES  NOT  PROVIDE 

Here  is  what  a  person  could  not  receive 
under  the  administration  plan: 

First.  No  private  accommodation  in  a 
hospital — unless  medically  necessary. 

Second.  No  physicians'  or  surgeons' 
services — except  hospital  interns  and 
residents  in  training  or  where  custo- 
marily paid  for  as  part  of  hospital  service 
in  the  fields  of  pathology,  radiology, 
physical  medicine,  rehabilitation,  and 
anesthesiology. 

Thus,  it  would  not  cover  costs  of  sur- 
gery; doctors'  calls  at  the  hospital,  doc- 
tors' calls  at  the  home,  or  visits  to  doc- 
tors' offices. 

Third.  No  private  duty  nursing  care. 

Fourth.  No  drugs  and  medicines  not 
customarily  furnished  by  a  hospital  or 
nursing  home. 

Fifth.  No. home  health  care  drugs  or 
outpatient  drugs. 

Sixth.  No  dental  services,  laboratory, 
and  X-ray  services  except  those  custo- 
marily furnished  by  a  hospital. 

Seventh.  No  prescriptions — unless  in  a 
hospital  or  nursing  home  which  custo- 
marily furnishes  the  drug. 

Eighth.  No  eyeglasses. 

Ninth.  No  supplies  or  appliances  after 
a  person  is  discharged  from  a  hospital  or 
after  his  home  health  care  visits  end. 

Tenth.  No  physical  therapy  and  re- 
lated services  except  those  customarily 
furnished  in  a  hospital. 

By  these  omissions,  the  average  aged 
person  would  have  to  provide  somehow 
to  pay  for  70  to  75  percent  of  his  medical 
expenses. 

ELIGIBILITY   FOR   GORE    (KING -ANDERSON)  PLAN 

First.  All  persons  age  65  or  over  who 
are  eligible  to  receive  social  security  or 
railroad  retirement  benefits.  The  cost  of 
providing  King-Anderson  benefits  to  this 
group  would  be  financed  out  of  higher 
social  security  and  railroad  retirement 
taxes  on  workers  and  their  employers. 


Second.  Also,  all  persons  not  insured 
under  social  security  or  railroad  retire- 
ment who  reach  age  65  before  1967,  or  all 
those  reaching  65  after  1966  who  have 
three  quarters  of  employment  in  a  job 
covered  by  social  security  for  each  year 
after  1964  and  before  they  reach  age  65. 

The  cost  of  those  ineligible  for  social 
security  or  railroad  retirement  would  be 
paid  out  of  general  revenues  of  the  U.S. 
Treasury. 

COST   OF   GORE     (KING-ANDERSON)  AMENDMENT 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  has  estimated  that 
the  original  Gore — King-Anderson — 
plan — amendment  No.  1178 — would  cost 
$iy2  billion  in  1966  and  $2,090,000,000 
in  1969.  Gore  amendment  1256  which 
reduces  the  nursing  home  provisions  and 
provides  for  patients  to  share  hospital 
costs  would,  I  suppose,  reduce  this  esti- 
mate somewhat. 

In  this  connection,  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  estimates,  both  as  to 
cost  and  as  to  taxes  needed  to  finance 
cost,  have  customarily  been  too  low. 
Apparently,  the  assumptions  used  to  cal- 
culate costs  have  been  too  conservative. 

Obviously  if  costs  are  estimated  too 
low,  the  taxes  required  are  also  estimated 
too  low. 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee  heard 
testimony  from  private  insurance  wit- 
nesses that  their  actuarial  studies  show 
costs  would  be  much  higher. 

One  study  estimated  costs  for  OASDI 
and  non-OA  SDI  eligible  persons  past  65 
indicate  cost  in  1966  of  $3,364,000,000  as 
against  the  administration's  estimate  of 
$1,530,000,000.  Costs  for  railroad  re- 
tirees which  were  not  computed  would 
be  additional  to  the  $3,364  billion. 

Another  witness  before  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee,  Mr.  Walter  Mc- 
Nerney,  president  of  the  Blue  Cross  As- 
sociation, furnished  information  stat- 
ing that  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare's  estimated  costs  for 
Gore  amendment  1178  "are  between  25 
and  40  percent  understated  for  the  first 
year,  and  that  there  may  be  a  con- 
tinually rising  degree  of  understatement 
during  the  next  few  years." 

If  the  Department  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare  estimate  for  1966  is 
25  percent  understated,  the  cost  would 
be  $2  billion  and  if  it  is  40  percent  un- 
derstated, the  cost  would  be  $2,550,000,- 
000. 

The  assumptions  on  which  cost  esti- 
mates are  made  determine  the  estimated 
tax  rates.  If  in  the  next  10  years  hos- 
pital costs  rise  3  percent  more  than  earn- 
ings— as  they  did  in  the  last  10  years — 
the  tax  would  have  to  be  1.35  percent  of 
payroll  or  0.675  percent  on  workers  and 
0.675  percent  on  employers  under  a 
$5,400  wage  base.  This  computation 
was  made  by  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare's  chief  actuary. 

The  administration  assumes  the  wage 
base  will  be  raised  by  Congress  and 
therefore  0.85  percent  of  payroll  is 
sufficient  tax.  According  to  the  chief 
actuary,  the  taxable  earnings  would  be 
raised  up  to  $5,800  in  1965  with  subse- 
quent periodic  increases  until  taxable 
earnings  reach  $10,000  in  1985. 
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If  costs  estimates  are  too  low  and  the 
social  security  and  railroad  retirement 
taxes  proposed  under  the  Gore  amend- 
ment are  too  low,  the  taxes  levied  on 
workers  and  their  employers  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  keep  the  health  insurance 
fund  actuarially  sound. 

TAXES  FOR  GORE   AMENDMENT  NO.  1256 

The  pending  Gore  amendment  No. 
1256  does  not  contain  any  provisions  for 
financing  the  hosptalization,  nursing 
home,  and  other  benefits.  These  bene- 
fits are  similar  to  the  King-Anderson 
bill  benefits  of  Gore  amendment  No. 
1178,  except  that  instead  of  180  days 
nursing  care,  only  60  would  be  provided 
and  patients  would  be  subject  to  payment 
for  higher  per  hospital  day  costs. 

Some  idea  of  the  taxes  required  for 
Gore  amendment  No.  1256  can  be  ob- 
tained by  looking  at  the  proposed  tax 
for  the  King-Anderson  bill — amendment 
No.  1178.  Under  amendment  No.  1178, 
earnings  up  to  $5,400  would  be  taxed — 
$4,800  now — and  the  tax  rate  would  be 
increased  by  0.425  percent  on  employees 
and  0.425  percent  on  employers. 

GORE   (KING-ANDERSON)   WILL  COST  MORE  THAN 
$1  A  MONTH 

To  sell  the  King-Anderson  program  as 
costing  workers  only  $1  a  month  for  their 
working  lives  is  pure  falsehood.  It  will 
cost  more  than  that  even  to  start — and 
there  is  no  end  in  sight  to  the  cost  of 
this  program. 

Hospital  costs  have  been  rising  at  an 
average  of  7  percent  a  year  for  the  past 
10  years,  compared  with  about  a  3-per- 
cent rise  in  earnings.  There  is  nothing 
to  indicate  hospital  costs  will  stop  ris- 
ing. In  fact,  in  the  first  quarter  of  1964 
they  rose  8  percent  above  the  last  quar- 
ter of  1963. 

The  money  to  pay  for  this  program 
has  to  be  raised,  so  if  costs  rise  either 
social  security  taxes  or  the  taxable  earn- 
ings will  have  to  be  increased  and  this 
will  shatter  any  dreams  of  a  $1  a  month 
contribution. 

GORE    (KING-ANDERSON)   PLAN  A  PERMANENT 
PROGRAM 

Once  inaugurated,  the  King-Anderson 
program  would  be  a  permanent  pro- 
gram— so  we  would  be  legislating  for  the 
endless  future.  We  must  consider  not 
only  those  15%  million  persons  past  65 
who  would  bcgiven  these  benefits  with- 
out having  paid  a  penny  into  the  social 
security  fund.  We  must  also  consider 
the  workers  under  65,  who  will  be  pay- 
ing taxes  to  pay  for  the  benefits  these 
15%  million  persons  would  receive. 

We  must  also  consider  that  eventual- 
ly workers  will  be  paying  taxes  their  en- 
tire working  years — as  much  as  45  years 
and  maybe  longer,  depending  on  when 
they  first  begin  to  work. 

When  we  consider  these  things  we  will 
better  comprehend  and  evaluate  what 
burdens  we  would  be  imposing  on  them. 
analyzing  gore  (king-anderson)  proposal 

This  is  a  plan  that  goes  to  the  very 
heart  of  our  system  of  medical  care  in 
America  and  to  the  relationship  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  private 
citizens. 


It  is  a  step  from  which  there  is  no 
turning  back. 

If  we  err  in  adopting  this  plan,  we 
shall  err  irrevocably. 

After  studying  the  evidence  to  date, 
I  have  concluded  that  the  compulsory 
Gore  amendment  with  its  social  security 
approach  is  neither  adequate  nor  de- 
sirable for  the  following  reasons: 

TOO   LITTLE    FOR    AGED    NEEDING  HELP 

First.  It  gives  too  little  to  those  who 
need  help.  Administration  spokesmen 
concede  it  will  cover  only  25  to  30  per- 
cent of  average  medical  costs  of  persons 
past  65. 

This  leaves  the  elderly  to  find  some 
means  of  paying  70  to  75  percent  of  their 
medical  bills. 

HELPS   THOSE    WHO    DO    NOT    NEED  IT 

Second.  It  provides  help  for  those  who 
do  not  need  it. 

By  providing  coverage  for  those  who 
can  afford  their  own  medical  care,  the 
Gore — King-Anderson — plan  provides 
too  little  help  for  those  who  do  need  it. 

There  is  no  income  limitation.  Bene- 
fits would  go  to  eligibles  over  65  years, 
regardless  of  their  financial  status.  A 
millionaire  would  be  entitled  to  the 
same  benefits  as  a  person  with  $2,000  a 
year  income.  So  what  the  Gore — King- 
Anderson — plan  says  is:  "We  will  pay 
only  25  to  35  percent  of  medical  expenses 
of  you  folks  with  low  income  so  that  we 
can  help  those  with  high  incomes  who 
could  pay  all  of  their  own  bills." 

Why  do  we  not  give  more  assistance 
to  those  who  really  need  it  and  let  those 
who  can  afford  it  pay  their  own  bills? 

There  is  no  retirement  test.  A  person 
could  still  be  working  after  age  65  draw- 
ing full  salary  and  still  receive  as  much 
in  benefits  as  those  who  have  retired  and 
are  living  on  shrunken  incomes. 

In  the  case  of  old-age  and  survivors' 
insurance,  we  tell  people  they  must  be 
retired  or,  if  still  working  and  earning 
more  than  $1,200,  their  social  security 
benefits  are  reduced. 

But  under  King-Anderson,  people 
would  not  have  to  retire  and  they  could 
earn  any  amount  and  still  be  entitled  to 
full  medical  benefits  under  this  plan. 
The  Gore — King-Anderson — plan  there- 
fore departs  from  the  social  security  ap- 
proach which  applies  a  work  test,  which 
calls  for  retirement  and  which  is  a  wage- 
related  benefit. 

Regardless  of  whether  a  person  is 
working  or  retired  and  regardless  of  his 
past  earnings,  persons  past  65  with  suf- 
ficient quarters  in  jobs  covered  by  social 
security  or  railroad  retirement  could  re- 
ceive identical  benefits  under  the  Gore — 
King-Anderson — plan. 

GORE     (KING-ANDERSON)     DEPARTS  FROM 
TRADITIONAL  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

Third.  Providing  service  benefits  as 
the  Gore — King-Anderson — amendment 
proposes  departs  from  the  social  security 
wage-related  cash  benefits  programs. 

When  social  security  cash  benefits  are 
raised,  it  is  easy  to  compute  the  taxes 
needed  to  finance  them. 

But  when  services  are  provided  with 
no  ceiling  on  costs,  the  program  becomes 


one  of  limitless  growth  and  limitless 
taxes. 

Even  now,  we  are  fast  approaching  the 
time  when  workers  will  pay  more  in  so- 
cial security  taxes  than  in  income  taxes 
to  support  their  individual  share  of  all 
Government  programs.  Under  H.R. 
11865,  a  married  self-employed  man,  with 
wife  and  two  children,  earning  $5,400 
will  in  1968  pay  more  social  security  taxes 
than  Federal  income  tax.  If  the  Gore — 
King-Anderson — plan  is  added  to  H.R. 
11865,  he  will  pay  more  social  security 
tax  than  income  tax  in  1966. 

GORE    (KING-ANDERSON)    FINANCING    VERY  UN- 
FAIR TO  WORKERS 

Financing  medical  care  for  the  aged 
out  of  social  security  taxes  is  very  unfair 
to  workers.  It  puts  the  burden  of  costs 
solely  on  wage  earners  and  their  employ- 
ers, regardless  of  their  income  or  ability 
to  pay. 

It  is  a  very  regressive  tax.  It  would 
hurt  most  those  in  the  lowest  wage 
brackets. 

About  one-fifth  of  American  families 
do  not  pay  income  taxes  because  their 
yearly  wages  are  too  low.  Just  this  past 
February,  Congress  reduced  income 
taxes,  relieving  1,500,000  low-income 
people  of  Federal  tax  liability. 

Now  the  administration  asks  us  to 
raise  social  security  taxes  on  all  earn- 
ings up  to  $5,400  or  even  $5,600.  Social 
security  taxes  begin  on  the  first  dollar  of 
earnings — no  personal  exemptions  and 
no  deductions  are  allowed  before  com- 
puting social  security  tax. 

So  this  Federal  hospitalization  pro- 
gram would  mean  a  deeper  cut  for  many 
millions  of  small  income  people — and  to 
help  many  who  can  well  afford  to  take 
care  of  their  own  bills. 

EVEN  BLIND  AND  HANDICAPPED  WOULD  BE  TAXED 

Fifth.  Even  those  of  the  blind,  the 
handicapped,  and  the  farmworkers  who 
pay  social  security  taxes  would  be  taxed 
to  pay  for  health  care  of  the  well  to  do. 

WORKERS   PAY   THREE   WAYS   FOR   GORE  (KING- 
ANDERSON)  PLAN 

Sixth.  Actually,  for  the  Gore — King- 
Anderson — bill,  workers  under  social  se- 
curity and  railroad  retirement  would  pay 
three  ways:  First,  through  higher  social 
security  taxes;  second,  through  their  in- 
come taxes  if  any,  that  go  to  general 
revenues  which  will  pay  for  some  2Vi 
million  aged  blanketed  into  the  program 
with  costs  paid  out  of  general  revenue; 
and,  third,  through  higher  prices  of 
products  he  buys  from  employers  whose 
social  security  tax  goes  up  under  the 
bill. 

This  is  a  terrific  wallop  to  the  little 
wage  earner. 

In  fact,  all  consumers  would  pay  high- 
er prices  whenever  producers  have  to 
raise  prices  of  their  products  because 
higher  social  security  taxes  add  to  their 
costs. 

FORTY  PERCENT  OF  TAXABLE  INCOME 
UNTOUCHED 

Seventh.  Social  security  financing 
would  allow  40  percent  of  all  taxable 
income  in  America,  including  income  of 
9  million  workers  not  in  social  security- 
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covered  jobs,  to  escape  responsibility  for 
helping  in  this  program — except  general 
revenues  are  needed  for  the  2V4  million 
people  past  65  not  eligible  for  social  se- 
curity or  railroad  retirement. 

Once  the  2lA  million  people  are  taken 
care  of,  benefits  would  go  only  to  those 
with  sufficient  social  security  or  railroad 
retirement  work  experience. 

NO  AID  FOR  9  MILLION  NOT  ON  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

Eighth.  No  assistance  whatsoever 
would  go  to  the  9  million  workers  not 
now  on  social  security-covered  jobs  when 
they  reach  age  65. 

GORE   (KING- ANDERSON)    FINANCING  A  DRAG  ON 
ECONOMY 

Ninth.  Social  security  taxes  on  pay- 
rolls which  hit  low-income  wage  earners 
hardest  are  a  drag  on  the  national  econ- 
omy for  they  reduce  disposable  income  of 
the  very  people  most  likely  to  spend 
their  income. 

Because  they  are  levied  on  employers 
too,  these  taxes  add  to  the  cost  of  doing 
business  and  this  adds  to  prices  to  con- 
sumers. 

TOKEN  DIAGNOSTIC  AID 

Tenth.  Only  token  aid  is  included  to- 
ward diagnostic  and  preventive  care, 
which  is  the  real  need  of  our  senior  citi- 
zens in  avoiding  long  illness.  The  aver- 
age hosptial  stay  of  elderly  persons  Is 
15.1  days  in  short-term  hospitals. 

WILL    OVERBURDEN     HOSPITAL-NURSING  HOME 
FACILITIES 

Eleventh.  By  emphasizing  hospital  and 
nursing  home  care,  it  would  further  bur- 
den already  overcrowded  facilities. 

NURSING  HOME  BENEFITS  A  MOCKERY 

Twelfth.  Its  nursing  home  benefits 
requiring  hospital  affiliation  are  a  mock- 
ery; only  about  1,000  nursing  homes  in 
all  50  States  would  qualify. 

WILL    PROVE    FAR    MORE    COSTLY    THAN  NOW 
CLAIMED 

Thirteenth.  It  would  prove  far  more 
costly  than  now  estimated,  requiring 
more  and  more  social  security  taxes — 
either  through  tax  rate  increases  or 
through  increasing  the  amount  of  earn- 
ings taxable. 

NO   COST  CEILING  NO  TAX  CEILING 

Fourteenth.  In  fact,  it  is  a  program 
with  no  cost  ceiling — and  therefore  no 
tax  ceiling. 

HEAVY    BURDEN    ON    YOUNG    AND    TWIDDLE  AGED 
WORKERS 

Fifteenth.  It  taxes  heavily  the  young 
and  the  middle  aged  who  are  burdened 
with  buying  their  homes,  educating  their 
children,  paying  their  taxes,  and  paying 
their  medical  bills  for  themselves  up  to 
age  65  and  for  their  children. 

WOULD  LEAD  TO  GOVERNMENT  CONTROL  OF 
MEDICINE 

Sixteenth.  It  would  eventually  lead  to 
Government  control  of  medicine,  doc- 
tors, hospitals,  nursing  homes,  and  pa- 
tients. 

In  Britain,  where  the  Government  con- 
trols the  medical  system,  patients  are 
not  allowed  to  choose  their  hospital  doc- 
tors. 

In  Canada,  hospitals  cannot  add  more 
beds,  buy  major  equipment,  or  hire  addi- 
tional personnel  without  first  securing 
approval  of  Government  officials.  Deci- 
sions on  hospital  improvements  and 


needs  thus  have  shifted  from  hospital 
administrators  and  trustees  to  a  Govern- 
ment agency  far  removed  from  opera- 
tion of  hospitals. 

We  would  not  want  repeated  in  Amer- 
ica the  doctors'  strikes  as  have  hap- 
pened in  several  countries,  Belgium, 
Italy,  Canada,  where  medical  care  is  gov- 
ernment controlled. 

WOULD  DISCOURAGE  HOSPITAL  CONSTRUCTION 

Seventeenth.  Government  control 
would  discourage  building  of  hospitals. 
Since  1948,  under  Britain's  socialized 
medicine  there  has  been  almost  no  con- 
struction of  new  facilities — only  one  new 
hospital,  but  more  than  700  in  America. 
People  cannot  get  into  British  hospitals 
without  waiting  except  in  extreme  emer- 
gencies. 

WOULD    DISCOURAGE    STUDY    OF  MEDICINE 

Eighteenth.  Control  by  the  Govern- 
ment would  discourage  young  people 
from  the  study  of  medicine,  as  U.S.  sur- 
veys have  shown. 

Nation's  Business  reported  in  June 
1962  that  its  survey  of  students  in  17 
public  and  private  medical  schools 
throughout  America  revealed: 

Greater  Federal  activity  in  health  care 
would  cause  many  young  Americans  to  aban- 
don the  study  of  medicine.  Others  would 
leave  the  United  States  after  graduation  to 
practice  in  countries  where  the  psysician 
has  more  freedom. 

Nation's  Business  interviewers  con- 
cluded : 

Medical  students  overwhelmingly  oppose 
proposals  for  providing  medical  care  for 
older  citizens  under  the  social  security  sys- 
tem. 

***** 

Students  by  a  margin  of  more  than  5 
to  1  say  they  would  be  less  enthusiastic 
about  entering  the  medical  profession  if 
health  services  were  eventually  nationalized 
as  they  are  now  in  Great  Britain. 

In  Britain,  with  Government  control  of 
medicine  since  1948,  there  are  fewer 
students  of  medicine  in  universities  now 
than  10  years  ago.  Yet  Britain's  popu- 
lation is  increasing  at  about  400,000  a 
year. 

In  Britain,  there  was  1  doctor  for  every 
877  persons  in  1947,  the  year  before  their 
Government  medicare  program  went  into 
effect.  Britain  now  has  only  1  doctor 
for  every  2,300  persons — America  1  for 
every  800  persons — so  the  ratio  in  Britain 
will  get  worse  unless  more  doctors  are 
trained  and  remain  in  the  country  to 
practice. 

This  88th  Congress  has  recognized  that 
even  in  America  too  few  persons  are  being 
trained  and  therefore  enacted  the  Health 
Professions  Educational  Facilities  Act  to 
aid  in  constructing  medical  schools  and 
facilities  and  to  provide  loans  to  students 
of  medicine,  osteopathy,  and  dentistry. 
Just  to  maintain  the  present  doctor- 
patient  ratio,  we  must  graduate  19,000 
physicians  and  dentists  a  year  as  com- 
pared with  12,500  now. 

This  88th  Congress  recently  passed  the 
Nurse  Training  Act  to  help  increase  the 
number  of  trained  nurses  in  America. 
About  30,000  nurses  graduate  each  year 
now.  By  1969,  this  number  should  in- 
crease to  50,000  under  the  training  act. 

To  enact  the  Gore  (King-Anderson) 
plan,  which  would  eventually  lead  to 


Government-controlled  medicine  would 
be  at  cross  purposes  with  these  two  acts. 

DOCTORS    MIGHT  LEAVE 

Nineteenth.  Government  control  of 
medicine  might  cause  doctors  to  leave 
our  country. 

Britain,  which  since  1948  has  financed 
medical  care  for  all  its  citizens,  has  ex- 
perienced a  substantial  flight  of  doctors 
from  her  shores,  apparently  leaving  for 
lands  with  less  redtape  and  greater  op- 
portunity to  develop  professional  skills. 
It  is  interesting  to  note  that  a  number  of 
these  emigrants  from  Britain  settled  in 
Canada,  where  having  experienced  gov- 
ernment control  of  the  practice  of  medi- 
cine in  Britain,  they  have  been  protest- 
ing similar  control  in  Saskatchewan 
Province. 

In  March  1962,  a  British  consultant  in 
medical  economics  and  health  services, 
Dr.  John  R.  Seale,  reported: 

Since  1948  unusually  large  numbers  of 
graduates  of  the  medical  schools  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland  have  registered  for  prac- 
tice abroad.  It  is  apparent  that  the  majority 
have  remained  overseas  and  should  be  re- 
garded as  medical  emigrants  from  Britain. 

I  am  informed  some  500  to  600  British 
doctors  seek  careers  abroad  every  year 
in  the  United  States,  Australia,  Canada, 
New  Zealand,  and  South  Africa. 

Dr.  Seale  found  a  rapidly  rising  num- 
ber of  doctors  entering  England  from 
Spain,  Yugoslavia,  Syria,  and  many  other 
countries.   He  noted  that — 

In  1950  only  53  posts  in  hospitals  were  filled 
by  foreign  doctors;  1953,  498;  and  in  1960, 
1,701.  Increasingly,  the  medical  staff  of  hos- 
pitals is  a  rapidly  shifting  labor  force  re- 
cruited from  abroad,  a  characteristic  symp- 
tom of  an  economically  depressed  occupa- 
tion. 

Many  foreign  doctors  are  in  England 
only  temporarily  for  training  and  so  will 
not  replace  the  hundreds  of  British  doc- 
tors seeking  to  leave  Britain  each  year. 

Thus,  there  appears  to  be  a  very  strong 
correlation  between  the  advent  of  so- 
cialized medicine  and  the  departure  of 
British  doctors. 

The  British  Medical  Journal  in  July 
this  year  had  an  editorial  on  British  phy- 
sicians who  are  leaving  the  country  be- 
cause they  do  not  have  the  opportunity 
to  practice  the  quality  of  medicine  for 
which  they  are  trained.  New  hospitals, 
laboratories,  and  research  institutions 
are  not  available  for  them  to  work  in. 

These  are  all  eventualities  which  Con- 
gress must  consider  before  making  a 
decision  on  the  Gore — King-Anderson — 
amendment. 

WOULD  LOWER  STANDARD  OF  MEDICINE 

Twentieth.  Government  control  of 
medicine  would  lower  the  standard  of 
medicine. 

For  example,  our  private  medical  sys- 
tem has  produced  60  new  drugs  since 
1940.  The  United  States  has  made  more 
important  drug  discoveries  in  the  past 
two  decades  than  all  the  rest  of  the  world 
combined. 

In  Great  Britain,  France,  West  Ger- 
many, and  Switzerland,  with  a  combined 
population  approximating  our  own,  but 
with  government-controlled  medical  sys- 
tems, only  29  new  drugs  were  discovered 
since  1940. 


1964 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


20655 


In  Italy,  which  also  has  government- 
controlled  medicine,  not  one  new  drug 
was  produced  in  these  20  years. 

Inestimable  numbers  of  Americans  are 
alive  today  because  of  these  live-saving 
drugs  and  antibiotics  developed  here 
over  the  past  few  years. 

In  America,  we  have  the  finest  medical 
system  in  the  world.  I  am  sure  every 
American  wants  to  keep  it  that  way. 
The  Gore — King-Anderson — plan  would 
jeopardize  our  medical  system. 

IT  IS  COMPULSORY 

Twenty-first.  It  is  a  compulsory  plan. 
The  White  House  Conference  on  Aging 
said  in  its  1961  report,  "Compulsory 
health  care  inevitably  results  in  poor 
quality  health  care." 

NOT  A  PAID-IN-ADVANCE  PROGRAM 

Twenty-second.  It  is  not  a  paid-in- 
advance  program.  Those  working  to- 
day must  pay  for  costs  of  those  who  have 
reached  age  65. 

When  today's  workers  reach  65,  their 
taxes  will  have  been  used  up  and  will  not 
be  available  to  pay  for  their  hospital 
benefits.  Taxes  of  those  workers  under 
65  at  that  time  will  have  to  pay  the  over- 
65  bills. 

Under  present  law,  workers  earning 
$4,800  are  scheduled  to  pay  $222  in  social 
security  taxes  beginning  in  1971.  The 
exact  tax  is  not  specified  in  the  pending 
Gore  amendment  1256,  but  if  we  look  at 
the  tax  proposed  under  Gore  amendment 
1178  which  proposes  similiar  King- 
Anderson  benefits,  we  get  some  idea  of 
what  the  tax  would  be. 

Under  amendment  1178,  the  taxable 
earnings  would  be  raised  to  $5,400  from 
$4,800  and  the  tax  rate  would  be  raised 
by  0.425  percent  on  workers  and  0.425 
percent  on  employers.  Beginning  in 
1971,  a  worker  would  pay  $280.80,  an  in- 
crease of  $58.50  over  present  law. 

If  instead  of  paying  this  increased  tax 
a  worker  aged  20  deposited  $58.80  each 
year  for  45  years  to  age  65  in  an  insured 
savings  and  loan  association  at  4%  per- 
cent interest  compounded  quarterly — a 
common  rate  in  Hawaii  and  west  coast 
States — he  would  have  a  nest  egg  of 
$9,567.20. 

If  he  continues  to  invest  the  $9,567.20 
at  4%  percent  interest  compounded 
quarterly  he  could  buy  an  excellent  med- 
ical care  insurance  policy  with  the 
$462.61  in  interest  on  his  savings  each 
year  and  get  better,  coverage  than  the 
administration's  King-Anderson  plan 
would  provide. 

Most  startling  of  all,  after  he  died,  his 
nest  egg  of  $9,567.20  would  go  to  his  fam- 
ily. Should  he  die  before  age  65  his 
family  would  inherit  his  accumulated 
savings  plus  compound  interest  amassed 
by  time  of  death.  Under  the  adminis- 
tration's plan  he  would  build  no  nest 
egg. 

CONCLUSION 

The  fundamental  defects  and  inevi- 
table dangers  and  consequences  of  the 
Gore — King-Anderson — amendment  are 
to  me  fatal  defects. 

They  constitute  bad  medicine,  not  only 
for  senior  citizens,  but  for  all  citizens. 

Congress  should  not  set  in  motion  a 
program  that  will  prove  an  intolerable 
burden  on  wage  earners,  that  will  re- 
duce the  quality  of  medical  care  in 


America,  that  will  result  in  a  shortage 
of  doctors  and  nurses,  or  that  will  dis- 
courage medical  research. 

That  would  be  a  disservice  to  old  and 
young  alike. 

The  Gore — King-Anderson — hospital 
insurance  plan  falls  very  short  of  meet- 
ing the  medical  care  needs  of  elderly 
citizens.  I  predict  that,  if  this  plan  is 
enacted,  many  of  our  senior  citizens  will 
be  shocked  to  learn  they  must  pay  the 
lion's  share  of  their  health  bill. 

Because  expansion  is  without  limit, 
costs  are  without  limit,  and  the  burden 
on  wage  earners  to  finance  this  program 
will  become  heavier  and  heavier  as  the 
years  go  by. 

To  tell  workers  that  all  this  will  cost 
them  is  $1  a  month  for  their  working 
years  is  just  plain  untruthful.  It  will 
start  out  at  more  than  $1  a  month  for 
many  workers,  and  the  costs  will  con- 
tinue to  go  up,  up,  and  up. 

Young  workers  buying  homes,  raising 
children,  educating  them,  and  providing 
all  the  necessities  for  day-to-day  exist- 
ence, including  health  insurance  for 
themselves  and  their  families,  will  face 
rough  going  to  keep  tneir  heads  above 
water. 

By  the  time  they  pay  social  security 
taxes,  including  health  insurance  taxes 
for  the  aged,  Federal  and  State  income 
taxes,  and  sales  taxes,  there  will  be 
precious  little  for  them  to  live  on,  much 
less  to  save  for  a  rainy  day.  He  would 
be  better  off  to  build  his  own  nest  egg 
instead  of  paying  the  proposed  hospitali- 
zation tax  and  his  family  could  inherit 
his  nest  egg  of  many  thousands  of  dol- 
lars. 

I  believe  the  Gore — King-Anderson — 
plan  will  inevitably  lead  to  compulsory 
Government  health  care  for  Americans 
of  all  ages. 

I  will  agree  that  the  plan  itself  in  this 
amendment  is  not  Government-con- 
trolled medicine,  but  I  believe  it  is  the 
first  step  toward  it.  Those  who  tried 
in  the  1940's  to  persuade  Congress  to 
enact  compulsory  health  insurance  for 
all  and  failed  are  now  working  to  ac- 
complish this  goal  piecemeal,  as  through 
the  Gore — King-Anderson — amendment. 

I  cannot  believe  the  American  people 
want  the  Congress  to  approve  a  pro- 
gram which  will  jeopardize  medical 
progress,  which  will  deter  young  men 
and  women  from  entering  the  difficult 
and  arduous  medical  profession,  which 
will  discourage  construction  of  hospitals 
and  other  medical  facilities,  and  which 
will  put  an  intolerable  burden  on  work- 
ing men  and  women  to  pay  for  a  na- 
tional problem  that  ought  to  be  paid  for 
by  all  taxpayers  according  to  ability  to 
pay. 

For  these  many  reasons,  I  oppose  the 
Gore — King- Anderson — amendment. 

There  are  better  ways  to  help  older 
persons  finance  their  medical  costs. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  Senator  from  Texas. 

MEDICARE 

Mr.  TOWER.  Mr.  President,  adop- 
tion of  the  pending  compulsory  medicare 
amendment  would  be  an  unwise  choice, 
indeed,  for  this  Nation  and  its  citizenry, 
the  old  as  well  as  the  young. 

Medicare  under  social  security  would  be 


unwise  for  several  major,  basic  reasons. 
Its  adoption  would  ultimately  affect  the 
kind  and  quality  of  medical  care  we  now 
receive;  the  private  health  sector  of  our 
economy  would  be  substantially  weak- 
ened; the  ever-increasing  expansion  of 
the  Federal  bureaucracy  would  be  given 
one  of  its  biggest  boosts. 

Supporters  of  this  medicare  proposal 
are  apparently  of  the  mistaken  opinion 
that  the  vast  majority  of  Americans  over 
65  are  in  desperate  medical  straits.  We 
are  advised  by  proponents  that  only  a 
multibillibn-dollar  compulsory  medicare 
program,  under  social  security,  can  save 
the  day. 

I  find  it  most  unusual  that  proponents 
of  medicare  apparently  do  not  recognize 
the  tremendous  achievements  that  have 
taken  place  and  are  taking  place  in  the 
health-care  field.  The  majority  of  our 
elderly  can  meet,  and  do  meet,  their  in- 
dividual health-care  needs  privately  and 
voluntarily;  furthermore,  the  minority  of 
aged  who  do  need  governmental  assist- 
ance is  growing  ever  smaller,  not  larger. 
Medicare  proponents  will  not  sufficiently 
recognize  Government  programs  pres- 
ently in  existence — programs  which  right 
now  are  helping  those  who  are  in  need 
of  assistance. 

And  what  of  the  consequences  to  our 
Nation  as  a  whole  when  a  medicare  plan 
is  designed  primarily  to  benefit  a  partic- 
ular age  group,  "with  individual  need  a 
minor  consideration. 

Such  consequences  of  this  initially  lim- 
ited program  may  be  grave,  indeed.  The 
f  oot-in-the-door  approach  is  well  known, 
and  should  be  of  the  utmost  concern  to 
both  the  proponents  and  the  opponents 
of  the  medicare  proposal. 

Undoubtedly  there  will  be  political 
pressure  to  extend  the  medicare  program 
even  further  into  the  field  of  private 
medicine — into  the  offices  of  doctors,  into 
hospitals  and  nursing  homes,  and  into 
convalescent  homes  and  clinics. 

Many  feel — and  justifiably  so — that  the 
precedent  to  be  set  in  the  medical  field 
is  dangerous  enough.  Consider  the  prec- 
edent which  the  enactment  of  medicare 
legislation  may  establish  in  connection 
with  a  number  of  other  federally  assisted 
welfare  programs. 

Those  who  attack  the  so-called  means 
test'as  "degrading,"  completely  overlook 
the  fact  that  many  welfare  programs  are 
based  on  the  principle  that  Government 
aid  should  be  limited — that  it  should  be 
provided  only  to  those  in  need  of  it. 

Not  a  single  one  of  our  approximately 
20  Federal  welfare  programs  is  based  on 
a  principle  of  helping  everybody;  nor  is 
there  pressure  by  responsible  citizens  for 
elimination  from  these  programs  of  the 
so-called  means  test. 

Certainly  no  responsible  legislator 
would  propose  that  low-rent  housing 
through  the  Public  Housing  Administra- 
tion be  made  available  to  everyone.  It  is 
essential  that  a  means  test  be  retained 
if  this  program  is  to  continue. 

Likewise,  the  farm  housing  program, 
under  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  sets 
specific  standards  of  eligibility  for  assist- 
ance to  construct,  improve,  or  repair  farm 
dwellings.  There  are  those  who  favor 
liberalization  of  the  eligibility  require- 
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ments,  but  no  one  has  suggested  the  com- 
plete elimination  of  all  standards. 

The  program  for  the  provision  of  aid  to 
dependent  children  has  specific  require- 
ments for  eligibility.  Some  favor  broad- 
er coverage,  with  less  stringent  stand- 
ards; but  I  have  never  heard  of  anyone 
who  wants  to  eliminate  all  such  criteria. 

The  program  of  aid  to  the  blind  sets  up 
standards  of  eligibility. 

The  program  of  aid  to  the  permanently 
and  totally  disabled  requires  that  the 
income  and  resources  of  an  individual 
who  requests  aid  be  taken  into  consid- 
eration. Certainly  this  is  a  just  and 
necessary  requirement  for  this  program. 

The  school-lunch  program  provides 
free  or  reduced-cost  lunches — not  to 
every  child  in  the  Nation — but  to  chil- 
dren who  are  determined  by  local  school 
authorities  to  be  unable  to  pay  the  full 
cost  of  school  lunches. 

The  program  of  pensions  paid  to  vet- 
erans of  World  War  I,  World  War  II,  and 
the  Korean  conflict  has  various  means 
tests,  to  fit  the  variety  of  situations  that 
exist.  These  means  tests  are  basic  to 
the  very  existence  of  the  pension  pro- 
gram, and  should,  of  course,  not  be 
abandoned. 

There  are  many  more  programs  in 
which  aid  is  limited  by  law:  The  sur- 
plus food  program;  the  maternal  and 
child  health  services;  the  services  for 
crippled  children;  child  welfare  services. 

The  National  Defense  Education  Act 
loan  program  does  not  attempt  to  aid  all 
students.  It  is  certainly  logical,  and  es- 
sential, that  this  program  have  a  so- 
called  means  test. 

Those  who  contend  that  a  means  test 
relating  to  aid  under  the  Kerr-Mills  law 
is  "degrading,"  and  who  advocate  health- 
care assistance  to  all  over  age  65,  with- 
out regard  to  need,  seem  to  overlook  the 
fact  that  there  is  a  means  test  in  our 
social  security  program.  Retired  persons 
over  65  do  not  draw  full  benefits  if  their 
income  exceeds  a  certain  annual  amount. 

Mr.  President,  the  method  preferred 
by  the  vast  majority  of  Americans  for 
meeting  the  major  costs  of  medical  care 
is  one  through  voluntary  health  insur- 
ance. This  preferred  method  is  favored 
by  young  and  old,  alike. 

The  Federal  Government  should,  in 
lieu  of  social  security  medicare,  con- 
centrate on  improving  the  income  situa- 
tion of  all  Americans,  through  the  free 
enterprise  system,  which  has  made  this 
Nation  the  greatest  on  earth.  Most  as- 
suredly, the  Federal  Government  should 
follow  paths  designed  to  preserve  the  dol- 
lar's value,  so  that  the  earnings  and 
savings  of  our  elderly  will  be  most  bene- 
ficial to  them. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
time  is  now.  The  Senate  should  respond 
to  the  issue  of  insurance  for  hospital  and 
nursing  care  for  our  elderly  citizens. 
How  long  can  we  continue  to  let  them 
down?  Eighteen  million  people  are  now 
over  age  65,  and  this  number  will  in- 
crease. We  should  provide  a  method 
whereby  these  people  can  spend  their 
elderly  years  in  dignity  and  respect.  The 
answer  is  the  Gore  amendment  which 
now  stands  before  us. 


How  would  the  Gore  proposal  work? 
The  Gore  amendment  substantially  em- 
bodies the  benefits  of  the  King-Anderson 
plan.  The  basic  three-pronged  health 
care  approach  is  preserved.  Hospital 
services  are  needed  by  our  elderly  citi- 
zens more  than  any  other  age  group. 
These  are  also  the  most  expensive  and 
burdensome  expenses.  The  Gore  amend- 
ment, by  adopting  the  King-Anderson 
hospital  options,  adequately  meets  this 
most  pressing  need. 

But  we  do  not  want  our  hospitals  to 
become  warehouses  for  the  senile  and 
semisenile  elderly  or  even  for  those  who 
are  isiick  but  who  could  adequately  be 
cared  for  out  of  the  hospital.  The  Gore 
amendment  will  allow  our  elderly  to  be 
cared  for  in  skilled  nursing  homes  after 
their  transfer  from  the  hospital,  and 
after  that  they  can  receive  practical 
nursing  care  in  their  homes. 

By  establishing  a  program  which  pro- 
vides these  three  benefits  of  hospital 
care,  nursing  home  care,  and  home 
health  care,  we  will  take  a  great  step  for- 
ward toward  meeting  the  urgent  prob- 
lem which  many  of  us  have  described  on 
this  floor.  But  it  is  not  intended  to  solve 
all  the  problems.  It  is  not  intended  to 
pay  all  the  health  bills  of  all  our  elderly 
citizens.  Rather  this  plan  fits  into  an 
overall  approach  embodying  three  im- 
portant concepts. 

First,  the  Kerr-Mills  program  would 
be  able  to  supply  assistance  to  the  indi- 
gent at  increased  efficiency  and  with 
greater  amounts  channeled  to  those  who 
are  in  the  greatest  need  for  services  over 
and  above  what  is  provided  for  in  the 
Gore  amendment.  Second,  the  Gore 
amendment  itself  would  enable  the  great 
bulk  of  aged  persons  to  enjoy  the  secu- 
rity of  a  prepaid  health  insurance  pro- 
gram for  their  essential  health  care 
needs.  Finally,  this  program  would  pro- 
vide a  floor  of  coverage  upon  which  many 
of  our  elderly  citizens  could  build.  Pri- 
vate insurance  programs  for  those  serv- 
ices not  provided  in  the  Gore  amendment 
could  be  made  available  at  a  low  cost. 
Our  experience  with  the  social  security 
system  indicates  that  when  the  mass  of 
our  population  have  the  basic  coverage 
provided  through  this  social  security  ap- 
proach, they  will  provide  additional  ben- 
efits by  purchasing  private  insurance. 
Private  insurance  will  be  a  beneficiary  of 
this  program  just  as  it  was  when  the 
social  security  system  was  adopted  29 
years  ago. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  like  to  briefly 
answer  some  of  the  charges  which  have 
been  leveled  at  the  concept  of  health  care 
financed  under  the  social  security 
system. 

NO  GOVERNMENT  INTERVENTION  IN  THE  MEDICAL 
PROFESSION 

This  bill  in  no  way  results  in  any  gov- 
ernmental intervention  in  the  traditional 
doctor-patient  relationship.  Nor  does 
the  bill  interfere  with  hospital  manage- 
ment. The  legislation  would  only  pro- 
vide the  means  of  paying  for  hospital  care 
and  the  other  services  which  are  covered, 
in  much  the  same  way  as  private  insur- 
ance pays  for  one's  health  expenses.  It 
pays  no  doctor's  fees.  Nothing  in  the  bill 
permits  the  Government  to  interfere  with 
an  individual's  present  freedom  to  choose 


his  doctor  or  a  doctor's  freedom  to  treat 
a  patient  according  to  his  judgment.  In 
fact,  this  basic  health  care  insurance  will 
give  a  doctor  a  better  opportunity  to  aid 
his  patients  since  he  can  send  them  to  a 
hospital  or  nursing  home  best  suited  to 
their  needs  rather  than  to  a  charity  ward 
or  home  for  indigents.  Patients  will  still 
choose  their  doctors;  together  they  will 
choose  the  appropriate  hospital  or  nurs- 
ing home.  There  will  be  no  Government 
interference. 

NOT  A  GIVEAWAY 

This  bill  is  not  a  Federal  Government 
giveaway.  Opponents  of  the  bill  charge, 
on  the  one  hand,  that  this  bill  is  wel- 
farism, or  even  socialism.  On  the  other 
hand,  they  support  the  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram of  aid  to  the  indigent  as  the  proper 
way  to  meet  this  problem.  Aside  from 
the  fact  that  it  is  ineffective  and  costly, 
the  Kerr-Mills  program  is  the  one  which 
is  a  pure  giveaway.  Under  Kerr-Mills 
the  benefits  come  from  the  general  rev- 
enues of  the  State  and  Federal  Govern- 
ments. It  is  pure  socialized  medicine. 
But  under  this  Gore  amendment,  workers 
will  have  paid  during  their  working  years 
for  the  insurance  protection  due  them  as 
a  matter  of  right  in  their  later  years. 
Clearly,  this  is  a  self -paid  program  which 
all  Americans  can  support. 

A  plan  financed  under  the  social  se- 
curity system  is  not  only  sound,  it  is  also 
dignified.  The  vast  majority  of  our  citi- 
zens want  to  contribute  to  a  health  in- 
surance program.  They  do  not  want 
charity.  They  do  not  want  to  subject 
themselves  to  the  degrading  provisions  in 
the  Kerr-Mills  law.  How  many  of  our 
citizens  need  medical  help  but  refuse  to 
allow  their  lives,  and  I  might  add  the 
lives  of  their  children,  to  be  scrutinized 
to  determine  if  they  are  indigent?  This 
is  unnecessary.  Let  us  now  provide  a 
program  whereby  all  of  our  citizens,  em- 
ployees, employers,  and  the  self-em- 
ployed, can  make  small,  and  I  emphasize 
that  word  because  these  payments  for 
health  insurance  will  be  small,  monthly 
payments  into  a  separate  social  security 
trust  fund  in  order  that  they  may  pro- 
vide for  medical  needs  when  they  reach 
age  65.  This  is  the  self-respecting  ap- 
proach. It  is  the  dignified  approach. 
We  should  now  take  the  lead  and  pass 
this  vital  and  necessary  legislation. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  2  min- 
utes to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  HRUSKA.  Mr.  President,  the 
original  purpose  of  H.R.  11865,  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1964,  is  praise- 
worthy. The  bill  seeks  to  restore  to  the 
beneficiaries  of  the  social  security  pro- 
gram a  portion  of  the  purchasing  power 
which  has  been  eroded  from  their  checks 
since  the  last  increase  in  1958.  As  a  re- 
sult of  Government  fiscal  policies  which 
have  produced  an  inflationary  spiral  in 
recent  years,  the  cost-of-living  index  has 
risen  8.3  percent.  The  5  percent  across- 
the-board  increase  provided  in  H.R. 
11865  will  serve  to  replace  some  of  the 
value  which  was  lost. 

The  other  areas  in  which  this  bill  will 
extend  the  program  also  represent  mean- 
ingful improvements  in  the  system.  The 
reduction  in  work  requirements  for  those 
over  age  72,  the  extension  of  children's 
benefits  from  age  18  to  age  22  for  those 
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remaining  in  school,  the  lowering  of  the 
eligibility  age  for  widows  from  age  62  to 
age  60,  coupled  with  an  actuarially  re- 
duced basis  of  payment,  all  are  steps  in 
keeping  with  the  philosophy  upon  which 
the  social  security  system  is  based,  and 
they  can  be  accomplished  without  sub- 
stantially increasing  the  burden  which 
the  American  taxpayer  now  bears. 

None  of  us  is  insensitive  to  the  needs 
of  our  aged.  All  of  us  endorse  the  social 
security  system.  I  have  supported  every 
sound  improvement  of  the  system  during 
my  tenure  in  Congress.  It  is  because  of 
my  belief  in  a  strong  system  that  I  op- 
pose any  attempt  to  alter  the  basic  con- 
cept underlying  the  program  and  to  use 
it  as  a  means  through  which  government 
welfare  programs  would  be  force-fed  to 
the  American  people. 

If  we  find  that  the  needed  increases 
provided  in  H.R.  11865  can  be  enacted 
only  in  conjunction  with  one  of  the  sev- 
eral unacceptable  medicare  amendments 
which  have  been  offered,  I  shall  be 
forced,  reluctantly,  to  vote  against  the 
entire  bill.  It  seems  to  me  especially 
cruel  to  the  recipients  of  social  security 
to  jeopardize  these  needed  increases  by 
maintaining  a  stubborn  insistence  on 
again  reviving  medicare. 

The  proponents  of  medicare  have  often 
blurred  the  facts  about  the  current  avail- 
ability of  health-care  insurance  for  the 
elderly.  One  seldom  hears  them  con- 
cede, for  example,  that  three  times  as 
many  people,  age  65  and  over,  have  pri- 
vate medical  coverage  as  those  who  had 
it  10  years  ago.  And  the  number  is  con- 
tinuing to  rise. 

In  their  zeal  to  force  enactment  of 
their  medicare  schemes,  they  ignore  the 
40  States  which  now  have  Kerr-Mills 
plans.  That  legislation  was  enacted  in 
response  to  the  requirement  to  provide 
care  for  those  who  needed  it.  None  of 
our  aged  needs  to  be  without  adequate 
medical  care.  No  Member  of  the  Senate 
would  want  the  situation  to  be  otherwise. 

The  proponents  appear  to  argue  that 
the  reaching  of  age  65  automatically 
makes  a  person  an  indigent.  Those  who 
have  reached  this  age  of  wisdom  will  be 
the  first  to  protest  such  a  classification. 
They  will  also  be  the  first  to  disclaim 
any  right  to  the  hard-earned  income  of 
those  now  working. 

Rather  than  enact  a  program  which 
would  give  small  benefits  to  all  over  age 
65,  let  us  concentrate  our  efforts  and  re- 
sources on  those  who  need  such  aid  most. 
The  existing  plans,  if  properly  arranged, 
will  allow  us  to  continue  to  offer  increas- 
ing assistance  to  the  needy  aged.  This 
could  not  be  the  case  if  we  treated  all  our 
senior  citizens  as  wards  of  the  state,  and 
spent  without  selectivity. 

Existing  Federal,  State,  local,  and  pri- 
vate programs,  coupled  with  the  many 
available  private  health  insurance  plans 
and  an  increasing  number  of  private 
pension  plans,  offer  the  only  workable 
solution  of  the  problem.  For  those  not 
adequately  provided  for  through  these 
various  programs,  modification  of  any 
defects  in  the  existing  Kerr-Mills  plan 
is  the  proper  step.  The  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram is  too  valuable  a  tool  to  be  writ- 
ten off,  for  in  the  States  in  which  it  has 
had  a  fair  trial,  it  is  working  well.  Many 


States,  including  my  home  State  of  Ne- 
braska, have  not  had  time  to  fully  im- 
plement the  program. 

It  can  be  tailored  to  localize  the  avail- 
able assistance  to  those  who  show  true 
need.  If  any  shortcomings  become  ap- 
parent, Congress  can,  and  should,  rem- 
edy them.  Since  the  system  is  now  in  ex- 
istence and  since  sufficient  data  to  in- 
dicate that  it  is  working  is  available,  it 
would  be  folly  to  substitute  an  experi- 
mental program  of  unknown  cost  and 
quality.  Yet  that  is  exactly  what  we 
would  be  voting  for  if  we  were  to  adopt 
one  of  these  medicare  plans. 

An  increase  in  the  benefit  payments 
which  will  provide  basic  protection  for 
those  who,  through  old  age,  disability, 
or  death,  suffer  a  loss  or  diminution  of 
wages  is  in  keeping  with  the  purposes  of 
social  security.  Recently,  these  purposes 
were  concisely  spelled  out  in  a  statement 
on  the  floor  by  Senator  Goldwater,  as 
follows : 

Social  security  was  never  intended  to  re- 
place private  voluntary  efforts — nor  should 
it.  Benefits  under  the  program  are  not  a 
substitute  for  individual  savings  and  pri- 
vate retirement  and  insurance  plans.  They 
are,  instead,  a  base  upon  which  the  individ- 
ual may  build,  through  his  own  efforts. 

The  proposals  in  H.R.  11865,  as  re- 
ported by  the  Finance  Committee,  are  in 
keeping  with  these  fundamental  con- 
cepts. 

The  attempt  to  engraft  the  concept  of 
medicare  into  the  system  would  not  only 
be  detrimental  to  the  social  security  plan, 
but  also  would  reduce  the  availability  of 
funds  which  are  needed  to  sustain  other 
essential  governmental  functions.  An 
examination  of  the  medicare  plans  of- 
fered shows  this. 

Adoption  of  one  of  the  various  medi- 
care proposals  would  result  in  an  in- 
crease ranging  from  10  percent  to  10.16 
percent  by  1971  in  the  joint  employee- 
employer  withholding  tax  for  social 
security.  This  increase  would  push  up 
the  tax  rate  to  or  over  the  10  percent. 
Senator  Ribicoff,  when  he  was  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
warned  as  he  affirmed  yesterday  that  10 
percent  was  the  limit  of  taxpayer  tolera- 
tion. In  addition  to  increasing  the  tax 
rate,  the  benefits  included  in  H.R.  11865 
require  that  the  wage  base  be  raised 
from  $4,800  to  $5,400.  The  tax  could  be 
held  at  this  level  and  not  increased  fur- 
ther only  if  the  actuarial  cost  estimates 
for  medicare  are  accurate  and  only  if 
there  was  no  expansion  in  the  program, 
once  enacted.  However,  experience  in- 
dicates that  neither  of  these  conditions 
is  likely. 

The  nature  of  the  social  security  sys- 
tem is  such  that,  to  be  effective,  it  must 
be  revised  and  expanded  periodically. 
As  the  benefits  are  increased,  the  pay- 
ments into  the  system  must  also  in- 
crease. Adoption  of  a  medicare  system 
would  push  the  tax  rate  so  high  that  fu- 
ture improvements,  such  as  those  we 
are  now  considering,  would  be  impos- 
sible. 

In  spite  of  the  high  tax  rate  which 
adoption  of  this  plan  would  introduce 
into  the  system,  none  of  us  here  is  so 
naive  as  to  believe  that  attempts  would 
not  be  made  in  the  future  to  liberalize 


and  broaden  the  benefits  offered  under 
medicare.  The  proponents  of  medicare 
have  acknowledged  that  enactment  of 
the  basic  plan  would  provide  "a  foot  in 
the  door"  for  ultimate  expansion  of  the 
program;  this  would  be  only  the  first 
step.  If  we  take  this  first  step,  the  long 
journey  will  have  begun. 

The  cold,  hard  facts  are  that,  under 
our  system,  we  simply  cannot  afford  this 
costly  and  basically  unnecessary  ap- 
proach. At  the  recent  hearings  on  this 
question  before  the  Finance  Committee, 
Senator  Bennett  provided  figures  which 
indicate  that  in  the  case  of  the  self-em- 
ployed, the  social  security  tax  will  exceed 
his  income  tax  by  1968.  If  only  the 
"modest,"  medicare  provisions  were 
added,  this  breakthrough  would  occur 
within  2  years. 

Adoption  of  medicare  would  place  Con- 
gress in  the  position  of  expressing  con- 
cern for  the  overburdened  taxpayer, 
while  increasing  his  tax  load. 

We  must  not  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that 
the  tax  base  for  social  security  is  the 
same  paycheck  that  has  to  pay  local, 
State,  and  Federal  taxes.  Classification 
of  this  tax  as  a  social  security  contribu- 
tion does  not  alter  its  nature.  Its  source 
is  the  same  as  that  of  all  other  funds  col- 
lected to  satisfy  the  demands  for  public 
revenue.  If  possible,  it  is  more  perma- 
nent than  the  income  tax,  for  social  secu- 
rity is  programed  to  continue  indefinitely. 
Once  this  obligation  is  placed  on  the  tax- 
payer, he  is  saddled  with  it  for  the  re- 
mainder of  his  working  life. 

A  former  member  of  this  administra- 
tion, ex-Postmaster  General  J.  Edward 
Day,  pointed  to  medicare  as  a  luxury 
which  we  cannot  afford : 

We  have  reached  the  point  where  we  can 
no  longer  judge  new  programs  purely  on  the 
basis  of  whether  they  are  desirable.  We  have 
to  judge  them  on  the  basis  of  whether  they 
are  feasible  within  the  budget  squeeze  and 
the  deficit  spending  pattern  we  are  up 
against. 

It  doesn't  make  sense  to  me  to  have  a  large 
Federal  deficit  in  peacetime  and  in  time  of 
prosperity,  and  I  think  this  type  of  new  de- 
parture in  social  security  commitments  may 
bring  on  deficits  in  the  future  such  as  we 
have  never  even  thought  of  in  peacetime 
before. 

His  warning  is  clear :  We  cannot  con- 
tinue to  make  unlimited  incursions  into 
the  restricted  tax  base  without  substan- 
tially altering  our  American  system. 

There  are  other  telling  arguments 
against  the  proposed  adoption  of  a  med- 
icare plan.  All  these  plans  would  throw 
the  burden  of  paying  for  the  benefits  on 
those  who  can  least  afford  it — the  work- 
ers who  are  raising  families  and  are  at- 
tempting to  provide  for  their  own  future 
and  for  that  of  their  families.  Their 
hard-earned,  and  often  short,  paychecks 
would  be  used,  in  part,  to  pay  the  medical 
expenses  of  others,  who  would  not  need 
to  demonstrate  need  for  the  assistance. 
This  is  a  broadax  approach  which  is  the 
antithesis  of  efficient  government. 

Proponents  say  that  to  require  the 
beneficiary  to  demonstrate  need  is  de- 
grading. Those  who  make  this  argument 
overlook  the  fundamental  relationship  of 
the  people  and  their  government.  The 
Federal  Government  is  not  a  vast  wel- 
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fare  agency.  It  is  merely  the  custodian 
of  the  peoples'  money;  and  it  must  justify 
the  expenditures  in  the  same  way  that 
any  other  fiduciary  does.  To  make  pay- 
ments without  justification  would  be  in- 
defensible. 

Programs  must  be  predicated  on  a 
basis  of  need,  not  the  occurrence  of  a 
birthday.  Any  other  approach  would  fly 
in  the  face  of  existing  programs  such  as 
those  providing  low-cost  housing  and 
veterans'  benefits,  which  require  a  show- 
ing of  need  before  access  to  public  money 
is  given. 

To  adopt  the  approach  now  proposed, 
in  our  efforts  to  provide  adequate  medi- 
cal care  for  the  aged,  would  be  to 
subject  social  security  to  the  threat  of  in- 
solvency. History  indicates  that  coun- 
tries which  have  implemented  a  social- 
ized medical  program  have  consistently 
underestimated  the  costs.  The  London 
Even'ng  News  of  March  15,  1963,  re- 
ported that  the  cost  of  England's  medical 
program  exceeded  by  five  times  the  orig- 
inal estimates.  In  Ontario  Province,  in 
Canada,  the  cost  of  the  hospital  program 
has  nearly  doubled  in  6  year's  time.  In 
France,  the  employer  and  the  employee 
share  of  the  social  welfare  tax  amounts 
to  36  percent  of  the  paycheck.  If  the 
costs  of  the  proposed  medicare  through 
the  soc'al  security  program  are  similarly 
understand,  or  if  the  program  were  ex- 
panded to  any  degree,  as  it  certainly 
would  be,  we  would  find  ourselves  faced 
with  a  similar  dilemma.  Furthermore, 
enactment  of  this  program  would 
weaken,  or  in  some  cases  destroy,  the 
State,  local,  and  charitable  medical  as- 
sistance programs  which  have  been  ex- 
panding in  all  our  States,  for  only  so 
much  money  is  available  for  these  pro- 
grams. Experience  also  indicates  that 
with  Federal  funds  comes  Federal  con- 
trol. In  the  area  of  medical  care.  Fed- 
eral interference  presents  frightening 
prospects. 

Each  of  these  facts  justifies  rejection  of 
the  proposed  medicare  plan;  the  cumula- 
tive weight  of  all  of  these  factors  de- 
mands that  these  proposals  be  defeated. 

Those  in  the  Congress  who  really  are 
concerned  with  the  problems  faced  by 
the  aged  are  in  a  position  to  aid  them 
materially,  if  they  will.  A  return  to  a 
balanced  budget  and  sensible  spending 
on  the  Federal  level  must  be  the  first 
step  in  any  such  effort.  Continued  in- 
flationary practices,  by  stealing  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  retirement  dollars 
would  reduce  to  public  wards  those  who 
have  made  efforts  to  provide  for  them- 
selves in  their  old  age.  Spending  policies 
reflecting  responsible  money  manage- 
ment, in  conjunction  with  an  upgrading 
of  existing  programs,  present  the  only 
workable  solution  to  the  problem. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  to 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Montana  such  time  as  he  may  require. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Montana  is 
recognized. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  to 
the  best  of  my  knowledge,  the  United 
States  is  the  only  industrial  nation  in  the 
Western  World  which  does  not  have  a 
program  of  hospital  insurance  for  its 
elder  citizens.   Our  aged  number  18  mil- 


lion at  the  moment  and  their  ranks  are 
increasing  at  the  rate  of  1,000  per  day. 

I,  for  one,  believe  that  attention  on  a 
hospital-nursing  home  care  basis  should 
be  accorded  to  our  elder  citizens,  and  I 
believe,  further,  that  this  should  be  done 
on  a  dignified  basis  through  social  secu- 
rity payments  toward  their  care  in  the 
twilight  of  their  lives. 

The  Gore-Anderson  substitute  now 
being  considered  by  the  Senate  is  not  so- 
cialized medicine  and  would  not  be  di- 
rected at  the  medical  profession.  This 
proposal  would  make  it  possible  for  aged 
people  to  pay  for  hospital  and  nursing 
home  care.  This,  I  believe,  would  prove 
to  be  a  boon  to  doctors  and,  as  I  will 
indicate  later,  offers  no  threat  to  them  in 
their  profession.  It  would  be  well  for  us 
to  keep  in  mind  the  fact  that  only  a  little 
over  one-half  of  the  elderly  have  any 
kind  of  health  insurance  protection  and 
over  8  million  older  citizens  have  no 
health  insurance  at  all.  Some  3  million 
people  have  commercial  health  insur- 
ance policies  that  pay  $10  a  day  or  less 
for  hospital  room  and  charges. 

The  problem  of  taking  care  of  our 
aged  is  not  only  one  which  affects  our 
older  citizens,  but  it  also  affects  their 
children  and  their  grandchildren  as  well. 
People  who  have  worked  hard  all  their 
lives,  who  have  saved  their  money  to- 
ward retirement  find  that  their  plans 
have  been  disrupted  because  of  the  in- 
creased cost  of  hospital  and  nursing  care 
and,  as  they  grow  older,  to  their  greater 
susceptibility  to  illnesses  of  longer  dura- 
tion. 

This  proposal  would  not  displace  the 
Kerr-Mills  bill  which,  generally  speak- 
ing, applies  only  to  the  medically  in- 
digent and  varies  in  its  application  from 
State  to  State.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  approximately  30  States  at  the 
present  time  have  Kerr-Mills  in  opera- 
tion or  are  preparing  to  make  their  con- 
tribution to  become  eligible  and  that  ap- 
proximately 20  States  have  made  no 
plans  whatsoever  to  become  eligible 
under  the  Kerr-Mills  Act. 

In  brief,  the  Gore-Anderson  plan  pro- 
vides for  hospital,  nursing  home,  health 
home,  and  out-patient  services  to  per- 
sons 65  or  over  eligible  to  receive — or 
receiving — social  security  or  railroad  re- 
tirement benefits  financed  by  an  increase 
in  taxes  for  workers  and  emoloyers  under 
the  social  security  and  railroad  retire- 
ment administrative  mechanisms.  Sim- 
ilar benefits  are  provided  certain 
uninsured  individuals  65  or  over  out  of 
general  Federal  revenues.  No  benefits 
are  provided  for  any  doctor  or  physician 
expenses  and  physicians  and  private  doc- 
tors are  not  covered  in  any  way  by  this 
plan. 

BENEFITS  FURNISHED  BY  GORE  PLAN 

The  benefits  would  consist  of  payments 
to  health  facilities  and  organizations  for 
services  rendered  to  covered  individuals. 
Such  payments  may  be  made  for  the  fol- 
lowing kinds  of  services: 

First.  Inpatient  hospital  care  for  90 
days  per  benefit  period  subject  to  a  de- 
ductible of  $10  per  day  for  the  first  9 
days,  but  not  less  than  $20;  or,  upon 
election,  45  days  per  period  with  no  de- 
ductible, or,  upon  election,  180  days 
with  a  deductible  of  the  lesser  of  (a)  2y2 


times  the  average  per  diem  rate  for  such 
services  throughout  the  Nation  under 
the  program — until  1957  the  bill  sets  the 
per  diem  rate  at  $37,  thus  the  deductible 
initially  will  be  $92.50 — or  (b)  charges 
customarily  made  for  such  services  by 
the  hospital  which  furnished  them. 
There  may  be  only  one  election  under 
this  provision  and  it  is  irrevocable.  The 
election  must  be  made  during  the  first 
2  months  in  the  3-month  period  pre- 
ceding the  month  in  which  the  individ- 
ual has  both  attained  age  65  and  is  eligi- 
ble for  benefits. 

Second.  Sailed  nursing  facility  serv- 
ices up  to  60  days — in  lieu  of  180  days 
under  K;ng-Anderson — in  a  benefit  pe- 
riod after  transfer  from  a  hospital  in 
an  institution  which  is  affiliated  or  under 
common  control  with  the  hospital. 

Third.  Home  health  services  up  to  240 
visits  a  year. 

Fourth.  Outpatient  X-ray,  laboratory 
and  diagnostic  services — there  is  no 
durational  limit,  but  subject  to  a  $20  de- 
ductible per  30-day  period. 

ELIGIBILITY  FOR  BENEFITS 

First.  All  persons  who  (a)  are  age  65 
or  over;  and  (b)  are  eligible  to  receive — 
or  receiving — social  security  or  railroad 
retirement  benefits. 

Second.  All  persons  not  insured  under 
social  security  or  railroad  retirement 
who  either  (a)  have  reached  age  65  be- 
fore 1967;  or  (b)  have  reached  age  65 
after  1956  if  they  have  3  quarters  of 
coverage  for  each  year  elapsing  after 
1964  and  before  the  year  they  reach 
age  65. 

Excluded  from  No.  2  would  be  non- 
residents or  resident  aliens  with  less  than 
10  years  in  the  United  States,  members 
of  certain  subversive  organizations,  per- 
sons conv'cted  of  certain  subversive 
crimes,  employees  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, and  persons  eligible  for  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  employee  or  re- 
tired Federal  employee  health  plans. 

FINANCING 

First.  In  order  to  finance  benefits  for 
social  security  eligibles  there  would  be 
an  increase  in  the  tax  on  employers  and 
employees  and  the  self-employed,  as  fol- 
lows : 

Contribution  rates 


Employer  and 
employee,  each 

Present 
law 

Amend- 
ment 1178 

1905  

3,025 
4. 125 
4.025 
4.  025 

4.25 
4.5 
5.0 
5.2 

19fifi-67  

1908-70  _._    

1971  and  thereafter  

Under  the  Railroad  Retirement  Tax 
Act  an  increase  in  social  security  tax  re- 
sults in  comparable  increase  in  railroad 
retirement  tax. 

There  will  be  an  increase  in  the  maxi- 
mum taxable  earnings  under  social  se- 
curity from  $4,800  to  $5,600,  effective 
January  1,  1965.  A  separate  trust  fund 
for  the  hospital  insurance  program 
would  be  established. 

Second.  For  ineligibles  under  social 
security  and  railroad  retirement  there 
would  be  an  authorization  of  appropria- 
tion out  of  general  revenues. 
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In  addition,  the  Gore-Anderson  plan 
provides  that  if  hospital  costs'  rise  after 
1965  and  the  earnings  base  for  taxes  Is 
not  changed  proportionally,  then  in  1969 
beneficiaries  of  hospitalization  will  be 
charged  a  daily  amount  equal  to  the 
difference  between  the  national  average 
per  diem  rates  in  1964-65 — $36 — and  the 
average  per  diem  rate  for  the  2  years 
prior  to  1969. 

GENERAL  SOCIAL  SECURITY  COVERAGE  IN  ADDITION 
TO  HEALTH  PLAN  BENEFITS 

The  pending  Gore-Anderson  amend- 
ment provides  for  a  $7  increase  in  bene- 
fit payments  for  all  primary  beneficiaries 
in  lieu  of  the  5-percent  benefit  increase 
in  the  committee  bill. 

The  amendment  to  be  proposed  by 
Senator  Javits  and  acceptable  to  Sena- 
tors Gore  and  Anderson  is  designed  to 
assure  that  insurance  for  physician's 
services  will  remain  under  private  insur- 
ance auspices.  Thus,  there  can  be  no 
question  whatsoever  that  the  proposal 
adequately  safeguards  private  physicians 
from  any  interference  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum.  I  ask  unani- 
mous consent  that  the  time  for  the 
quorum  call  not  be  charged  to  the  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  time  for  voting  is  set  for  2 
o'clock.  Is  the  time  for  the  quorum  call 
to  be  charged  to  either  side? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  suggest  the  absence  of 
a  quorum  and  ask  that  the  time  for  the 
quorum  call  not  be  charged  to  the  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arizona. 

Mr.  GOLD  WATER.  Mr.  President, 
consistent  with  the  position  I  have  taken 
ever  since  the  proposal  for  medicare  un- 
der the  social  security  system  was  first 
advanced,  I  shall  vote  against  the  pend- 
ing amendment. 

Mr.  President,  my  fundamental  objec- 
tion to  this  proposal  is  that  it  is  based 
on  the  unspoken  premise  that  American 
workers,  whether  in  the  $5,000  or  $50,000 
class,  are  incapable  of  deciding  how  to 
spend  their  money.  It  reveals  a  con- 
tempt for  the  intelligence  and  the  judg- 
ment of  our  people,  a  contempt  that  has 
hitherto  been  a  chief  characteristic  of 
ruling  aristocracies  in  class  conscious  so- 
cieties. 

Mr.  President,  ruling  aristocracies  from 
the  beginnings  of  our  western  civiliza- 
tion, have  always  regarded  the  masses, 
as  they  contemptuously  call  the  people, 
as  no  better  than  their  livestock,  deserv- 
ing at  best  of  humane  but  paternalistic 
treatment. 

Mr.  President,  the  beneficiaries  of  our 
social  security  and  railroad  retirement 


programs  are  not  wards  of  the  Govern- 
ment, they  are  not  relief  recipients,  they 
are  not  objects  of  charity,  and  they  are 
not  the  inmates  of  the  poorhouse.  They 
are  self-respecting  Americans  who,  in 
substantial  part  have  paid  for  the  bene- 
fits they  will  receive  under  these  pro- 
grams when  they  retire.  They  want  the 
benefits  in  money — not  in  kind.  They 
want  to  make  the  decision  as  to  how  their 
own  money  shall  be  spent;  they  do  not 
want  it  made  for  them  by  government. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  adopt  this  pro- 
posal we  shall  have  taken  the  first  and 
most  significant  step  toward  transform- 
ing our  social  security  and  railroad  re- 
tirement systems  into  public  relief  or 
charity  programs  rather  than  the  pen- 
sion systems  they  were  intended  to  be  and 
still  are. 

Mr.  President,  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted  I  see  no  obstacle  to  those  who 
seek  to  accomplish  this  transformation. 
Having  given  our  pensioners  their  medi- 
cal care  in  kind,  why  not  food  baskets, 
why  not  public  housing  accommodations, 
why  not  vacation  resorts,  why  not  a  ra- 
tion of  cigarettes  for  those  who  smoke 
and  of  beer  for  those  who  drink.  Natu- 
rally, these  benefits  in  kind  will  not  be 
free.  They  would  not  even  be  paid  for 
by  taxpayers  generally  as  are  other  pub- 
lic welfare  and  relief  programs. 

No,  Mr.  President,  our  pensioners  will 
be  paying  for  them,  and  getting  in  return 
goods  and  services  prescribed  by  govern- 
ment rather  than  the  command  over  all 
goods  and  services  which  it  is  the  func- 
tion of  money  to  bestow.  Mr.  President, 
I  face  with  deep  foreboding  the  conse- 
quences of  our  embarking  on  this  course. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  Committee  on  Finance  had 
very  little  time  in  which  to  consider  the 
bill  now  before  the  Senate.  I  believe  only 
about  2  weeks  were  available  from  the 
time  the  bill  was  received  from  the 
House;  and  the  Committee  on  Finance 
moved  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 

From  the  time  the  committee  reported 
the  bill  until  the  Senate  returned  fol- 
lowing the  adjournment  for  the  Demo- 
cratic Convention,  the  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  had  been  steadily  at  work 
on  the  bill.  He  issued  a  statement  prior 
to  the  time  the  Senate  adjourned  for 
the  convention,  stating  that  he  had  been 
trying  to  ascertain  wherein  the  bill  was 
defective.  He  stated  that  the  most  obvi- 
ous defect  in  the  Senate  committee  ver- 
sion arose  from  the  fact  that  the  cost  of 
living  had  increased  7  percent  since  1958, 
and  that  the  bill  failed  even  to  provide 
a  7-percent  cost-of-living  increase  for 
the  people  drawing  social  security  in- 
come. 

Those  who  advocate  the  Gore  amend- 
ment say  we  cannot  even  afford  to  pro- 
vide a  cost-of-living  increase  for  persons 
living  on  a  $50  or  a  $70  social  security 
check;  that  we  cannot  afford  to  let  them 
keep  a  few  additional  dollars  of  what 
they  earn,  but  must  subtract  that  amount 
from  their  social  security  checks,  because 
of  the  recurring  deficits  that  result  from 
policies  that  cause  the  purchasing  power 
of  the  dollar  to  erode;  that  they  cannot 
even  take  that  amount  back  unless  they 
will  first  agree  to  let  the  Government 
take  the  money  and  spend  it  for  them. 


They  would  say  that  we  cannot  afford  to 
make  up  that  which  the  recipient  had  a 
right  to  expect  in  terms  of  purchasing 
power,  which  many  of  us  feel  we  are 
morally  committed  to  because  of  what 
we  do  in  Washington,  even  though  we 
vote  ourselves  a  $7,500  increase. 

We  are  told  that  the  Government  can- 
not afford  to  provide  a  cost-of-living  in- 
crease for  people  living  on  social  security, 
an  increase  to  give  back  to  them  what 
they  have  lost  through  inflation,  through 
policies  adopted  by  the  Government,  al- 
though we  have  voted  ourselves  big  in- 
creases in  salary. 

The  proponents  of  the  Gore  amend- 
ment say:  "You  cannot  have  any  of  the 
needed  improvements  of  social  security 
unless  you  take  our  plan  and  let  us  spend 
your  money  for  you." 

That  is  not  a  sound  proposal.  There 
are  many  necessary  things  that  must  be 
done  from  time  to  time  under  the  social 
security  program.  If  we  are  to  be  asked 
to  vote  for  a  medical  care  plan,  it  should 
be  realized  that  it  will  have  to  be  in 
addition  to  those  things  that  are  neces- 
sary under  the  social  security  program. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    I  yield. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  have  only  one  ques- 
tion. The  original  Gore  bill  was  intro- 
duced on  August  31  as  an  amendment  to 
the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from  Lou- 
isiana. I  cannot  find  it  in  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  any  record  of  the  Gore 
proposal. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  what 
I  am  coming  to.  The  Gore  amendment 
is  offered  as  a  perfecting  amendment  to 
the  Long  amendment.  My  amendment 
was  prepared  with  the  help  of  Govern- 
ment actuaries,  to  make  it  a  sound  plan, 
and  to  provide  that  for  every  dollar  that 
was  paid  out,  $1  was  taken  into  the  fund. 

The  Gore  amendment,  as  it  stands, 
would  convert  my  amendment  into  a  pro- 
posal to  bankrupt  the  social  security 
fund.  It  would  deplete  the  fund  at  the 
rate  of  $2  billion  a  year. 

The  proponents  of  the  Gore  amend- 
ment say  that  they  would  further  amend 
the  Long  amendment.  They  would  not 
do  that  if  I  had  the  power  to  withdraw 
my  amendment.  If  I  could  not  do  that, 
I  would  move  to  table  the  amendment. 
I  am  strongly  opposed  to  having  my 
name  on  something  in  which  I  do  not 
believe. 

Furthermore,  even  this  amendment 
does  not  show  the  full  force  of  what  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  is  proposing. 
He  has  another  amendment.  What  will 
it  cost?  It  will  impose  an  additional  tax 
on  the  workingman.  This  social  secu- 
rity tax  is  a  cruel,  regressive  tax.  It 
would  hit  the  poor  the  hardest.  It  can 
be  justified  only  on  the  basis  that  all 
the  money  is  supposed  to  be  distributed 
in  benefits,  based  on  the  amount  a  per- 
son has  contributed.  It  would  create  a 
tax  to  such  an  extent  that  the  increase 
would  be  $3,700  million,  but  it  would  be 
a  regressive  tax,  one  that  would  hit  the 
poor  man  the  hardest. 

That  is  what  the  Gore  amendment 
would  do.  We  do  not  see  all  of  the  Sen- 
ator's proposal  now;  we  should  see  the 
rest  of  it  when  it  is  offered  as  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill. 


20660 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


September  2 


If  we  vote  that  kind  of  tax,  so  far  as 
the  great  number  of  working  people  are 
concerned,  we  shall  have  increased  their 
taxes  severalfold  over  the  reduction 
they  got  in  the  tax  reduction  bill  of  1964, 
of  which  I  managed  in  the  Senate. 

The  proposal  proceeds  on  an  all-or- 
nothing  basis.  The  amendment  proceeds 
out  of  fear  that  we  must  adopt  a  plan  in 
which  the  Government  thinks  it  knows 
more  about  how  a  man  should  spend 
his  money  than  the  man  himself  knows 
about  how  to  spend  his  money.  We  start 
with  a  4-percent  increase  in  the  soc'al 
security  tax.  We  shall  wind  up  to  the 
extent  that  everyone  will  be  paying  a  15- 
percent  social  security  tax. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  time  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  expired. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  has  2 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  exhausted 
all  his  time  and  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  he  be  permitted  to  speak  for 
2  additional  minutes. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  am  very 
grateful  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Illinois.  I  had  undertaken  to  re- 
serve 3  minutes  for  myself,  but  was  un- 
successful. I  thank  the  Senator  very 
much. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  a  crucial  battle, 
and  I  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
to  the  exact  question  on  which  we  are 
voting. 

The  Long  amendment  would  raise  the 
tax  on  payrolls  to  10  percent  without  pro- 
viding for  one  iota  of  health  care  insur- 
ance through  social  security.  It  is  pro- 
posed by  the  Long  amendment  to  in- 
crease social  security  benefits. 

It  would  raise  the  payroll  tax  to  10  per- 
cent to  pay  for  these  added  benefits. 
The  effect  would  be  to  kill  forever  health 
care  through  social  security. 

There  is  now  a  welfare  program. 
There  is  now  in  effect  the  Kerr-Mills  law, 
which  provides  medical  care  for  the  med- 
ically indigent.  The  proposal  now  of- 
fered, which  is  the  King-Anderson  bill, 
on  which  there  has  been  a  great  deal  of 
study,  would  not  change  in  any  way, 
would  not  repeal,  would  not  substitute 
for  the  welfare  program  or  the  Kerr- 
Mills  law.  But,  Mr.  President,  it  would 
provide  a  system  of  prepaid  health  in- 
surance for  the  great  mass  of  our  people 
who  are  self-respecting,  self-supporting 
and  proud,  and  who  do  not  wish  to  be 
condemned  in  their  old  age  to  welfare 
and  public  charity. 

This  proposal  would  set  up  a  special 
trust  fund  which  has  been  certified  by 
Robert  Meyer  as  actuarially  sound,  so 
that  people  in  their  working  years  could 
contribute  a  small  amount,  four-tenths 
of  1  percent  of  the  first  $5,600  of  their 
annual  wage,  to  lay  up  something  for  the 
rainy  day  to  take  care  of  themselves  after 
they  are  65  years  old.  They  would  have 
the  right — not  as  a  matter  of  charity,  but 
as  a  matter  of  right — to  have  specified 


hospital  and  other  medical  costs  paid 
from  this  special  trust  fund. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  time  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  has  expired. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Illinois. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. All  time  on  the  amendment  under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  has 
now  expired. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  (No.  1256)  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  to  the 
amendment  (No.  1254)  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long!.  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered;  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON  (after  having  voted 
in  the  negative).  Mr.  President,  on  this 
vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy].  If  he 
were  present  and  voting,  he  would  vote 
"yea."  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I 
would  vote  "nay."    I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  RUSSELL  (after  having  voted  in 
the  negative).  Mr.  President,  on  this 
vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  HartkeL  If  he  were  pres- 
ent and  voting,  he  would  vote  "yea."  If 
I  were  at  liberty  to  vote,  I  would  vote 
"nay."    I  withdraw  my  vote. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Wal- 
ters] is  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]  and  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]  are 
absent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke]  is  absent  be- 
cause of  a  death  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh]  was  absent 
while  undergoing  necessary  medical 
treatment. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from  Indi- 
ana [Mr.  Bayh]  is  paired  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Walters].  If 
present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  would  vote  "yea,"  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  would  vote  "nay." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  49, 
nays  44,  as  follows: 

[No.  558  Leg.] 

YEAS — 49 


Anderson 

Inouye 

Moss 

Bartlett 

Jackson 

Muskie 

Bible 

Javlts 

Nelson 

Brewster 

Johnston 

Neuberger 

Burdick 

Keating 

Pastore 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Kuchel 

Pell 

Cannon 

Long,  Mo. 

Proxmire 

Case 

Magnuson 

Randolph 

Church. 

Mansfield 

Ribicoff 

Clark 

McCarthy 

Salinger 

Dodd 

McGee 

Smith 

Douglas 

McGovern 

Symington 

Gore 

Mclntyre 

Williams,  N.J. 

Gruening 

McNamara 

Yarborough 

Hart 

Metcalf 

Young,  Ohio 

Hayden 

Monroney 

Humphrey 

Morse 

NAYS — 44 

Aiken 

Byrd,  Va. 

Dirksen 

Allott 

Carlson 

Dominick 

Beall 

Cooper 

Eastland 

Bennett 

Cotton 

EUender 

Boggs 

Curtis 

Ervin 

Pong 

Pulbright 

Goldwater 

Hickenlooper 

Holland 

Hruska 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Jordan, Idaho 

Lausche 

Long,  La. 


Bayh 

Edmondson 
Hartke 


McClellan 
Mechem 
Miller 
Morton 
Mundt 
Pearson 
Prouty 
Robertson 
Saitonstall 
Scott 

NOT  VOTING- 
Hill 

Kennedy 


Simpson 

Smathers 

Sparkman 

Stennis 

Talmadge 

Thurmond 

Tower 

Williams,  Del. 
Young,  N.  Dak. 


Russell 
Walters 


So  Mr.  Gore's  amendment  to  the 
amendment  of  Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana 
was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  amend- 
ment was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  I  have  just  prepared  for 
release  the  following  statement: 

When  the  Senate  voted  49  to  44  for  the 
Gore  health  care  amendment  to  the  so- 
cial security  amendments  of  1964  as 
passed  by  the  House  without  such  pro- 
visions, I  voted  for  it  in  fulfillment  of  a 
pledge. 

I  have  long  been  committed  to  support 
health  care  for  the  aged  through  the 
social  security  system  if  and  when  the 
proposition  was  before  the  Senate  in  a 
form  and  parliamentary  position  which 
would  not  endanger  some  other  welfare 
or  social  security  program. 

In  1962,  I  voted  to  table  a  similar 
amendment  because  it  would  have  en- 
dangered continuance  and  continuity  of 
the  program  of  aid  for  dependent  chil- 
dren of  unemployed  parents,  including 
approximately  50,000  West  Virginians 
depending  on  ADCU  work  relief  benefits. 

Today,  we  voted  for  a  health  care 
amendment,  which  I  cosponsored,  with- 
out endangering  any  other  program. 
I  voted  precisely  as  I  have  pledged 
to  do  on  many  occasions  both  be- 
fore and  since  the  1962  ill-timed  effort 
to  tie  a  then  so-called  medicare  pro- 
vision to  welfare  amendments,  instead  of 
social  security  amendments,  as  we  suc- 
cessfully accomplished  today. 

PERSONAL  STATEMENT  ON  BEHALF  OF  SENATOR 
HARTKE  IN  EXPLANATION  OF  ABSENCE  DUR- 
ING VOTE 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  subsequently  said: 
Mr.  President,  due  to  the  untimely  death 
of  his  sister,  the  senior  Senator  from  In- 
diana [Mr.  Hartke]  was  in  his  home 
State  yesterday. 

Upon  learning  that  the  Gore  health- 
care amendment  was  to  be  voted  upon 
today  he  left  by  airplane  to  return  to 
Washington.  At  the  time  the  vote  start- 
ed, the  Senator's  plane  was  landing  and 
due  to  heavy  road  traffic  he  missed  the 
vote. 

I  draw  attention  to  the  live  pair  that 
the  senior  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
Russell]  so  graciously  gave  to  Senator 
Hartke,  thereby  allowing  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  to  be  recorded  in  favor  of 
the  Gore  amendment. 
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AMENDMENT  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GORE 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  that  it 
be  stated. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  clerk  will  state  the  amend- 
ment. 


The  Legislative  Clerk.  Beginning  on 
page  1,  line  1,  of  the  Long  amendment, 
as  modified,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
all  through  page  4,  line  8,  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following: 


"TITLE    I  SOCIAL    SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 

"Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
'Social  Security  Amendments  of  1064' ". 

On  page  2,  line  1,  strike  out  "s-percent" 
and  Insert  "$7". 

Strike  out  the  table  appearing  on  pages  2 
and  3  of  the  bill,  and  insert  In  lieu  there- 
of the  following  new  table: 


"Table  for  determining  primary  insurance  amount  and  maximum  family  benefits 


II 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

"I 

II 

III 

IV 

V 

(Primary 

(Primary 

(Maximum 

(Primary 

(Primary  insurance 

insurance 

(Primary  insurance 

insurance 

(Primary 

(Maximum 

benefit  under  1939 

amount 

(Average  monthly 

insurance 

family 

benefit  under  1939 

amount 

(Average  monthly 

insurance 

family 

act.  as  modified 

under  1958 

wage) 

amount) 

benefits) 

act,  as  modified 

under  1958 

wage) 

amount) 

benefits) 

act,  as 

act,  as 

modified) 

modified) 

If  an  individual's 

Or  his  average 

The 

And  the  maxi- 

If an  individual's 

Or  his 

Or  his  average 

The 

And  the  maxi- 

primary insurance 

Or  his 

monthly  wage  (as 

amount 

mum  amount  of 

primary  insurance 

monthly  wage  (as 

amount 

mum  amount  ot 

benefit  (as  deter- 

primary 

determined  under 

referred 

benefits  payable 

benefit  (as  deter- 

primary 

determined  under 

referred 

benefits  payable 

mined  under 

insurance 

subsec.  (b))  is — 

to  in  the 

(as  provided  in 

mined  under 

Insurance 

subsec.  (b))  is — 

to  in  the 

(as  provided  in 

subsec.  (d))  is— 

amount  (as 

preceding 

sec. 203(a))  on 

subsec.  (d))  is — 

amount  (as 

preceding 

sec.  203(a))  on 

under 

paragraphs 

the  basis  of  his 

under 

paragraphs 

the  basis  of  his 

subsec. 

of  this 

wages  and  self- 

subsec. 

of  this 

wages  and  self- 

At 

But  not 

(c))  is- 

At 

But  not 

subsection 

employment  in- 

At 

But  not 

(c))  is— 

At 

But  not 

subsection 

employment  in- 

least— 

more 

least— 

more 

shall  be — 

come  shall  be — 

least— 

more 

least — 

more 

shall  be — 

come  shall  be — 

than — 

than — 

 — 

than — 

than — 

$13. 48 

$40 

$67 

$47 

$70.  50 

$42. 45 

$43.  20 

$91 

$231 

$235 

$98 

$188. 00 

$13. 49 

14.00 

41 

$68 

69 

48 

72.  00 

43.  21 

43.  76 

92 

236 

239 

99 

191.  20 

14.  01 

14.48 

42 

70 

70 

49 

73.  50 

43.  77 

44.  44 

93 

240 

244 

100 

195.  20 

14.49 

15.00 

43 

71 

72 

50 

75.  00 

44.  45 

44.88 

94 

245 

249 

101 

199.20 

15.01 

15.60 

44 

73 

74 

51 

76.  50 

44.89 

45.60 

95 

250 

253 

102 

202.  40 

16.61 

16.20 

45 

75 

76 

62 

78.  00 

96 

254 

258 

103 

206.  40 

16.21 

16.84 

46 

77 

78 

53 

79.  50 

97 

259 

263 

104 

210.  40 

16.85 

17.60 

47 

79 

80 

54 

81.00 

98 

264 

267 

105 

213.  60 

17.61 

18.40 

48 

81 

81 

65 

82.  50 

99 

268 

272 

106 

217.60 

18.  41 

19.24 

49 

82 

83 

56 

84.  00 

100 

273 

277 

107 

221.60 

19.25 

20.00 

50 

84 

85 

67 

85.  60 

101 

278 

281 

108 

224.  80 

20.01 

20.64 

51 

86 

87 

68 

87.  00 

102 

282 

286 

109 

228.  80 

20.  65 

21.  28 

52 

88 

89 

59 

88.  50 

103 

287 

291 

110 

323.80 

21.29 

21.88 

53 

90 

90 

60 

90.  00 

104 

292 

295 

111 

236.00 

21.89 

22.28 

54 

91 

92 

61 

91.  60 

105 

296 

300 

112 

240.00 

22.29 

22.68 

55 

93 

94 

62 

93.  00 

106 

301 

305 

113 

244.  90 

22.69 

23.08 

56 

95 

96 

63 

94.  50 

107 

306 

309 

114 

247.  20 

23.09 

23.44 

57 

97 

97 

64 

96.  00 

108 

310 

314 

115 

251.  20 

23.45 

23.76 

58 

98 

99 

65 

97.  50 

109 

315 

319 

116 

254.00 

23.  77 

24.20 

59 

100 

101 

66 

99.00 

110 

320 

323 

117 

254.  80 

24.  21 

24.60 

60 

102 

102 

67 

100.  50 

111 

324 

328 

118 

256.  80 

24.61 

25.00 

61 

103 

104 

68 

102.00 

112 

329 

333 

119 

258.  80 

25.01 

25.48 

62 

105 

106 

69 

103.  50 

113 

334 

337 

120 

260.  40 

25.49 

25.92 

63 

107 

107 

70 

105.  00 

114 

338 

342 

121 

262.  40 

25.93 

26.40 

64 

108 

109 

71 

106.50 

115 

343 

347 

122 

264.  40 

26.41 

26.94 

65 

110 

113 

72 

108.00 

116 

348 

351 

123 

266.  00 

26.95 

27.46 

66 

114 

118 

73 

109.  60 

117 

352 

356 

124 

268.00 

27.  47 

28.00 

67 

119 

122 

74 

111.00 

118 

357 

361 

125 

270.00 

28.01 

28.68 

68 

123 

127 

75 

112.50 

119 

362 

365 

126 

271.  60 

28.69 

29.25 

69 

128 

132 

76 

114.00 

120 

306 

370 

127 

273.60 

29.  26 

29.68 

70 

133 

136 

77 

115.  60 

121 

371 

375 

128 

275.  60 

29.69 

30. 36 

71 

137 

141 

78 

117.00 

122 

376 

379 

129 

277.20 

30.37 

30.92 

72 

142 

146 

79 

118.50 

123 

380 

384 

130 

279.  20 

30.93 

31.36 

73 

147 

150 

80 

120.  00 

124 

385 

389 

131 

281.20 

31.37 

32.00 

74 

161 

155 

81 

124.00 

125 

390 

393 

132 

282.80 

32.01 

32.60 

75 

156 

160 

82 

128.00 

126 

394 

398 

133 

284.80 

32.61 

33.20 

76 

161 

164 

83 

131.20 

127 

399 

403 

134 

286.  80 

33.21 

33.88 

77 

165 

169 

84 

135.20 

404 

407 

135 

288.40 

33.89 

34.50 

78 

170 

174 

85 

139.20 

408 

412 

136 

290.40 

34.51 

35.00 

79 

175 

178 

86 

142.40 

413 

417 

137 

292.40 

35.01 

35.80 

80 

179 

183 

87 

146.  40 

418 

421 

138 

294.00 

35.81 

36.40 

81 

184 

188 

88 

150.40 

422 

426 

139 

296.  00 

36.41 

37.08 

82 

189 

193 

89 

154.40 

427 

431 

140 

298.  00 

37.09 

37.60 

83 

194 

197 

90 

157.  60 

432 

436 

141 

300.  00 

37.61 

38.20 

84 

198 

202 

91 

161.60 

437 

440 

142 

301.60 

38.21 

39. 12 

85 

203 

207 

92 

165.60 

441 

445 

143 

303.  60 

39.13 

39.68 

86 

208 

211 

93 

168.80 

446 

450 

144 

305.  60 

39.69 

40.33 

87 

212 

216 

94 

172.80 

451 

454 

145 

307. 20 

40.34 

41. 12 

88 

217 

221 

95 

176.  80 

455 

459 

146 

309.  20 

41. 13 

41.  76 

89 

222 

225 

96 

180.00 

460 

464 

147 

311.  20 

41.77 

42.44 

90 

226 

230 

97 

184.00 

465 

466 

148 

312.  00" 

On  page  2,  line  3,  strike  out  "Sec.  2."  and 
Insert  In  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  102.". 

On  page  6,  line  13,  strike  out  "Sec.  3."  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  103.". 

On  page  15,  line  11,  strike  out  "Sec.  4."  and 
Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  104.". 

On  page  20,  line  10,  strike  out  "Sec.  5."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  105.". 

On  page  22,  line  13,  strike  out  "Sec.  6."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  106.". 

On  page  28,  line  11,  strike  out  "section  6" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "section  106". 

On  page  28,  line  22,  strike  out  "Sec.  7."  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  107.". 

On  page  29,  line  1,  strike  out  "0.65"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "0.67". 

On  page  29,  line  5,  strike  out  "0.4875"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "0.5025". 


1  and 


and 


12." 


13. 


On  page  37,  line  20,  strike  out  "Sec.  8." 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  108.". 

On  page  38,  line  3,  strike  out  "Sec.  11." 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  111.". 

On  page  39,  line  12,  strike  out  "Sec. 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  112.". 

On  page  39,  line  19,  strike  out  "Sec. 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  113.". 

On  page  39,  line  24,  strike  out  "Sec.  14." 
and  insert  In  Ueu  thereof  "Sec.  114.". 

On  page  40,  line  23,  6trike  out  "Sec.  15." 
and  insert  in  Ueu  thereof  "Sec.  115.". 

On  page  41,  line  18,  strike  out  "$5,400"  and 
insert  in  llew  thereof  "$5,600". 

On  page  42,  lines  5,  9,  13,  and  19,  strike 
out  "$5,400"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$5,600". 


On  page  42,  lines  4,  9,  12,  17.  and  25.  strike 
out  "$5,400"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"$5,600". 

On  page  44,  lines  3  and  10,  strike  out 
"$5,400"  and  insert  In  Ueu  thereof  '^.eOO". 

On  page  44,  line  8,  strike  out  "Sec.  16." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  116.". 

On  page  45,  line  7,  strike  out  "5.7  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "6.4  percent". 

On  page  45,  line  11,  strike  out  "6  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "6.8  percent". 

On  page  45,  line  15,  strike  out  "6.8  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "7.5  percent". 

On  page  45,  line  19,  strike  out  "7.2  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "7.8  percent". 

On  page  46,  line  8,  strike  out  "3.8  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4%  percent". 
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On  page  46,  lines  10  and  11,  strike  out  "4 
percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4y2  per- 
cent". 

On  page  46,  line  14,  strike  out  "4.5  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "5  percent". 

On  page  46,  line  16,  strike  out  "4.8  per- 
cent" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "5.2  percent". 

On  page  47,  line  4,  strike  out  "3.8  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4%  percent". 

On  page  47,  line  6,  strike  out  "4  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "4yz  percent". 

On  page  47,  lines  8  and  9,  strike  out  "4.5 
percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "5  per- 
cent". 

On  page  47,  line  11,  strike  out  "4.8  percent" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "5.2  percent". 

On  page  48,  line  11,  strike  out  "Sec.  14." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  114.". 

On  page  50,  line  5,  strike  out  "Sec.  15." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  115.". 

On  page  51,  line  13,  strike  out  "Sec.  16." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  116.". 

On  page  52,  line  16,  strike  out  "Sec.  17." 
and  insert  In  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  117.". 

On  page  55,  line  3,  strike  out  "Sec.  18." 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "Sec.  118.". 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 
new  part : 

PART  D— COMPLEMENTARY  PRIVATE  HEALTH  IN- 
SURANCE FOR  INDIVIDUALS  AGED  SIXTY-FIVE  OR 
OVER 

Purpose 

Sec.  230.  The  Congress  hereby  declares  that 
it  is  the  purpose  of  this  part  to  provide,  for 
all  individuals  aged  sixty-five  or  over,  the 
opportunity  to  secure  at  reasonable  cost  pri- 
vate health  insurance  which  will  insure  them 
against  the  cost  of  health  services  which  are 
not  covered  under  the  program  established 
by  title  XVHI  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
Definitions 

Sec.  231.  For  purposes  of  the  succeeding 
provisions  of  this  part — 

(a)  the  term  "health  insurance  policy" 
means  the  policy,  contract,  agreement,  or 
other  arrangement  entered  into  between  a 
carrier  and  another  person  whereby  the  car- 
rier, in  consideration  of  the  payment  to  it 
of  a  periodic  premium,  undertakes  to  provide, 
pay  for,  or  reimburse  the  cost  of,  health 
services  for  the  individual  (or  group  of  in- 
dividuals) who  are  the  beneficiaries  of  such 
policy,  contract,  agreement,  or  other  arrange- 
ment; 

(b)  the  "standard  policy"  of  insurance  to 
be  devised  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 232(c)  may  include  any  of  the  "health 
insurance  benefits"  described  in  subsection 
(c) ,  and  shall  include  at  least  the  following 
health  insurance  benefits — 

(1)  payment  of  part  or  all  of  most  charges 
for  or  toward  physician's  services  whether 
performed  at  the  physician's  office  or  any 
other  place; 

(2)  payment,  in  accordance  with  a  sched- 
ule, for  or  toward  the  costs  of  surgery  per- 
formed in  or  out  of  a  hospital; 

(3)  payment  of  not  less  than  the  first  $15 
of  charge  for  consultation  with  a  physician 
who  is  a  specialist  in  any  area  of  medicine  or 
surgery;  and 

(4)  payment,  in  accordance  with  a  sched- 
ule of  fees  for  or  foward  charges  for  diag- 
nostic care,  and  laboratory  and  X-ray  ser- 
vices; 

(c)  the  term  "health  insurance  benefits" 
or  the  term  "benefits"  when  used  in  con- 
nection with  health  insurance,  means  in- 
surance against  all  or  any  part  of  the  costs 
of  any  or  all  of  the  following — 

(1)  services  provided  by  physicians,  sur- 
geons, dentists,  or  any  other  medical  care 
or  remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law; 

(2)  diagnostic  care,  and  laboratory  and 
X-ray  services; 

(3)  prescribed  drugs,  eyeglasses,  dentures, 
and  prosthetic  devices; 

(4)  private-duty  nursing  services; 

(5)  home  health  care  services; 


(6)  inpatient  hospital  services; 

(7)  skilled  nursing  services; 

but  only  to  the  extent  that  any  such  care, 
services,  or  benefits  are  not  covered  under 
the  program  established  by  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act; 

(d)  the  term  "carrier"  means  a  voluntary 
association,  corporation,  partnership,  or  other 
nongovernmental  organization  which  is  law- 
fully engaged  in  providing,  paying  for,  or 
reimbursing  the  costs  of,  health  services  for 
individuals  or  groups  under  health  insur- 
ance policies  in  consideration  of  premiums 
payable  to  the  carrier  and  which  meets  rea- 
sonable standards  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary; 

(e)  the  term  "premium"  means  the 
amount  of  the  consideration  charged  by  a 
carrier  for  coverage  by  a  health  insurance 
policy  offered  by  the  carrier;  and 

(f)  the  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Authorization  of  association 
Sec.  232.  (a)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  this  part,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  established,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary,  an  association  to  be  known  as 
the  National  Association  of  Carriers  To  Pro- 
vide Health  Insurance  for  Individuals  Aged 
Sixty-five  or  Over  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  "association"). 

(b)  The  association  shall  be  composed  of 
carriers  which  shall  have  voluntarily  joined 
together  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
purposes  of  this  part,  and  membership  there- 
in shall  be  open  to  all  responsible  carriers 
which  desire  to  participate  in  the  activities 
of  the  association  and  agree  to  abide  by  the 
rules  and  regulations  governing  the  associa- 
tion as  set  forth  in,  or  promulgated  pursuant 
to,  the  provisions  of  this  part. 

(c)  (1)  It  shall  be  the  function  of  the  as- 
sociation to  devise  (in  cooperation  with  and 
subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary) , 
and  offer  for  sale  through  its  members,  a 
health  insurance  policy  offering  health  In- 
surance benefits  for  the  aged  designed  to 
complement  the  health  insurance  benefits 
provided  for  eligible  individuals  under  title 
XVHI  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  Such  pol- 
icy shall  offer  at  least  the  health  insurance 
benefits  described  in  section  231(b) .  All  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  such  policy  as  well 
as  the  terms  and  conditions  under  which  it 
is  offered  and  sold  shall  be  uniform,  except 
that  the  association  may  provide  that  the 
amount  of  the  premium  to  be  paid  for  such 
a  policy  and  the  extent  of  the  benefits  pro- 
vided thereunder  shall  vary  in  different  areas 
of  the  United  States  as  well  as  within  differ- 
ent areas  of  any  State,  whenever  necessary 
to  reflect  differences  in  the  cost  of  securing 
health  services  of  the  type  for  which  benefits 
are  provided  under  such  policy. 

(2)  The  policy  devised  by  the  association 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  shall  in  the  suc- 
ceeding provisions  of  this  part  be  referred 
to  as  the  "standard  policy".  In  order  to 
minimize  the  factor  of  adverse  selection  in 
the  sale  of  the  standard  policy,  the  asso- 
ciation shall  establish  appropriate  limita- 
tions upon  the  period,  during  each  year, 
when  such  policy  may  be  offered  to  new 
subscribers. 

(3)  The  association  with  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary  shall  develop  and  circulate 
among  its  members  minimum  standards  with 
respect  to  health  insurance  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  its  members,  or  any  of  them, 
to  devise  and  offer  for  sale  one  or  more 
health  insurance  policies  each  of  which  may 
serve  as  an  alternative  to  the  standard  pol- 
icy. Such  standards  shall  require  that  any 
such  policy  shall  fulfill  the  same  purposes 
as  does  the  standard  policy  and  will  repre- 
sent to  the  subscriber  thereof  a  dollar  value 
which  is  not  less  than  that  represented  by 
the  standard  policy.  Any  member  of  the 
association  desiring  to  offer  for  sale  any  such 
policy  shall  first  submit  to  the  association 


and  to  the  Secretary  copies  of  the  proposed 
policy,  together  with  any  information  related 
thereto  which  the  association  shall  deem 
pertinent.  If  the  association  and  the  Sec- 
retary after  due  consideration,  find  that  such 
proposed  policy  fulfills  the  same  purposes  as 
does  the  standard  policy  and  will  represent 
to  the  subscriber  thereof  a  dollar  value  which 
is  not  less  than  that  represented  by  the 
standard  policy,  they  shall  approve  such 
proposed  policy.  Upon  the  approval  by  the 
association  and  the  Secretary  of  any  such 
proposed  policy,  such  policy  may  thereafter 
be  offered  for  sale  by  any  carrier  which  is 
a  member  of  the  association  in  the  same 
manner  and  subject  to  the  same  conditions 
as  obtain  with  respect  to  the  standard  policy. 
In  this  part  any  such  policy  shall  be  referred 
to  as  an  "alternative  policy". 

(4)  All  premiums  receivable  on  account  of 
the  standard  policy  or  alternative  policies 
sold  by  members  of  the  association  shall  be 
covered  into  a  common  fund  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  "reserve  fund")  established 
by  the  association  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
ceiving such  premiums,  and  all  benefits  pay- 
able on  account  of  such  policies  as  well  as 
the  reasonable  administrative  expenses  in- 
curred in  connection  with  such  policies  shall 
be  paid  from  the  reserve  fund.  The  associa- 
tion shall  invest  such  portion  of  the  reserve 
fund  as  is  not,  in  their  judgment,  required 
to  meet  current  withdrawals.  Moneys  in  the 
reserve  fund  may  be  invested  only  in  In- 
terest-bearing obligations  of  the  United 
States  or  in  obligations  guaranteed  as  to 
both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United 
States.  The  assets  of  the  reserve  fund  shall 
be  the  property  of  the  association  and  the 
expenses  of  the  association  shall  be  defrayed 
from  moneys  in  such  fund. 

(5)  In  order  to  hold  within  proper  limits 
the  portion  of  the  premiums  paid  for  the 
standard  policy  or  alternative  policies  which 
are  attributable  to  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  sale  and  administration  of  such 
policies,  appropriate  limitations  shall  be 
placed  upon  the  amounts  which  members  of 
the  association  may  claim  from  the  reserve 
fund  on  account  of  such  expenses.  Such 
limitation  shall  be  established  by  the  asso- 
ciation, subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Ad- 
vistory  Council  (established  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 235)  and  of  the  Secretary. 

(6)  The  association,  in  cooperation  with 
the  Advisory  Council  and  with  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary,  shall  devise  programs  de- 
signed to  enable  persons  who  have  not  at- 
tained age  sixty-five  and  are  still  employed 
to  purchase  the  insurance  provided  by  the 
standard  policy  or  an  alternative  policy  on 
a  prepaid  basis. 

(d)  The  management  of  the  reserve  fund 
and  the  administration  of  the  activities  of 
the  association  shall  be  vested  in  an  execu- 
tive committee  which  shall  consist  of  three 
individuals  elected  by  the  Advisory  Council 
authorized  to  be  established  by  section  235. 

(e)  Members  of  the  association  are  auth- 
orized and  encouraged  to  offer  supplementary 
health  insurance  policies  designed  to  provide 
to  subscribers  of  the  standard  policy  or  an 
alternative  policy  coverage  in  addition  to 
that  provided  by  such  policy.  Such  policies 
need  not  be  uniform  and  may  be  offered  at 
premiums  which  would  permit  a  fair  profit  to 
the  members  offering  them.  Such  policies 
may  be  offered  for  sale  in  conjunction  with 
the  standard  policy  or  an  alternative  policy, 
but  in  such  case,  shall  be  offered  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  enable  the  prospective  sub- 
scriber clearly  to  distinguish  between  the 
benefits  and  premiums  provided  by  the 
standard  policy  or  the  alternative  policy  and 
the  benefits  and  premiums  provided  by  the 
supplementary  policy. 

(f)  The  association  is  authorized,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  and  the  Ad- 
visory Council,  to  adopt  two  separate  and 
distinct  symbols,  one  of  which  may  be  used 
in  connection  with  the  sale  of  the  standard 
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policy  and  which  shall  signify  public  en- 
dorsement of  such  policy  and  the  other  of 
which  may  be  used  in  connection  with  the 
sale  of  alternative  policies  and  which  shall 
signify  official  public  endorsement  of  such 
alternative  policies. 

(g)  Nothing  in  this  part  shall  be  con- 
strued to  authorize  any  control  to  be  ex- 
ercised over  carriers  who  are  members  of 
the  association  with  respect  to  any  policy  of 
insurance  offered  by  them  other  than  stand- 
ard policies  (as  described  in  subsection  (c) 
(2))  and  alternative  policies  (as  described 
in  subsection  (c)  (3)  );  and  the  right  of  such 
carriers  to  offer  other  insurance  policies  shall 
be  unaffected  by  their  membership  in  the 
association. 

Regional  divisions  of  the  association 

Sec.  233.  (a)  Any  one  or  more  members 
of  the  association  which  desire  to  confine 
their  business  of  offering  for  sale  the  stand- 
ard policy  or  alternative  policies,  or.  both, 
to  a  particular  geographical  region  may, 
pursuant  to  rules  established  by  the  associa- 
tion (with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary), 
establish  a  regional  division  of  the  associa- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  offering  such  policies 
for  sale  in  such  region. 

(b)  Membership  in  any  regional  division 
of  the  association  shall  be  open  to  all  mem- 
bers of  the  association  which  desire  to  con- 
fine their  sale  of  the  standard  policy  or 
alternative  policies,  or  both,  to  the  geo- 
graphical region  with  respect  to  which  such 
division  is  established. 

(c)  Members  of  any  such  division  shall. 
In  lieu  of  depositing  in  the  reserve  fund  pro- 
vided for  In  section  232(c)(4)  premiums 
received  by  them  on  account  of  any  such 
policies  sold  by  them,  deposit  such  premiums 
in  a  common  fund  to  be  known  as  the  re- 
gional reserve  fund  for  such  region.  The 
regional  reserve  fund  for  any  regional  divi- 
sion of  the  association  shall  be  managed  by 
the  members  of  such  division,  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  executive 
committee  of  the  association  with  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Secretary  and  the  Advisory 
Council.  Any  such  regional  reserve  fund 
shall  serve  the  same  purposes  and  shall  be 
subject  to  the  same  requirements  as  are  pre- 
scribed with  respect  to  the  reserve  fund 
provided  for  in  section  232(c)(4).  The  as- 
sets of  any  such  regional  reserve  fund  shall 
be  the  property  of  the  regional  division  of 
the  association  for  which  such  fund  is  es- 
tablished, and  the  expenses  of  such  divi- 
sion shall  be  defrayed  from  moneys  in  such 
fund. 

(d)  The  executive  committee  of  the  asso- 
ciation, with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
and  the  Advisory  Council,  shall  prescribe 
regulations  governing  the  manner  in  which 
any  regional  division  of  the  association  shall 
be  operated.  Such  regulations  shall  vest  re- 
sponsibility for  the  management  and  opera- 
tion of  the  division  in  the  membership 
thereof,  but  shall  contain  necessary  safe- 
guards to  insure  that  the  division  will  be 
managed  and  operated  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  carry  out  in  the  region  with  respect  to 
which  it  is  established  purposes  and  func- 
tions which  are  the  same  as  those  of  the 
association. 

Establishment  of  association 
Sec.  234.  (a)  Whenever  five  or  more  car- 
riers shall  have  applied  to  the  Secretary  to 
form  the  association  (provided  for  in  section 
232)  the  Secretary  shall,  as  soon  as  he  is 
satisfied  that  such  carriers  are  ready,  willing, 
and  able  to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the 
association  (as  set  forth  in  section  232)  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  contained 
in  such  section,  he  shall  declare  the  asso- 
ciation (as  so  provided  for)  to  be  established 
by  such  carriers. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  have  the  duty 
and  the  authority  to  make  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  or  desirable 
to  insure  that  the  association,  in  carrying 


out  its  functions,  complies  with  the  require- 
ments of  section  232  and  fulfills  the  pur- 
poses of  this  title. 

Advisory  Council 

Sec.  235.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  consult- 
ing with  and  advising  the  Secretary  with  re- 
spect to  the  administration  of  title  XVIII 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  for  the  purpose 
of  electing  the  executive  committee  of  the 
association,  and  for  the  purpose  of  advising 
and  assisting  the  association,  the  executive 
committee,  and  the  Secretary  in  carrying  out 
their  respective  functions  under  this  part, 
there  is  hereby  created  an  "Advisory  Council 
on  Health  Insurance  for  the  Aged"  (herein- 
after referred  to  as  the  "Advisory  Council"). 

(b)  The  Advisory  Council  shall  conduct  a 
continuing  study  and  investigation  of  the 
programs  of  insurance  provided  for  in  this 
part  and  in  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  with  a  view  to  assisting  in  the  formula- 
tion and  implementation  of  national  policy 
in  the  field  of  health  care  for  the  aged. 
The  Council  shall  from  time  to  time  make 
reports  to  the  President  (for  transmittal  by 
him  to  the  Congress)  of  its  findings  and 
recommendations  resulting  from  such  study 
and  investigation. 

(c)  In  order  to  assist  the  Advisory  Council 
in  carrying  out  its  duties  the  Council  is  au- 
thorized to  employ,  in  accordance  with  the 
civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  such  staff  as  may  be 
necessary. 

(d)  The  Advisory  Council  shall  consist  of 
twenty-four  members  who  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  President.  Members  of  the  Advisory 
Council  shall  be  selected  by  the  President 
with  a  view  to  providing  a  broad  representa- 
tion, among  the  membership  of  the  Council, 
of  the  insurance  industry,  labor,  business, 
medical  profession,  consumers,  and  other  in- 
terested elements  of  society.  Not  less  than 
four  members  of  the  Council  shall  be  persons 
whom  the  insurance  industry  shall  have  ap- 
proved as  having  adequate  insurance  experi- 
ence. The  members  of  the  Advisory  Council 
shall  elect  a  member  of  the  Advisory  Council 
as  Chairman  thereof. 

(e)  Each  member  shall  hold  office  for  a 
term  of  four  years,  except  that  any  member 
appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his 
predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  appointed 
only  for  the  remainder  of  such  term,  and 
except  that  the  terms  of  office  of  the  mem- 
bers first  taking  office  shall  expire,  as  desig- 
nated by  the  President  at  the  time  of  ap- 
pointment, four  at  the  end  of  the  first  year, 
four  at  the  end  of  the  second  year,  four  at 
the  end  of  the  third  year,  and  four  at  the  end 
of  the  fourth  year.  A  member  shall  not  be 
eligible  to  serve  continuously  or  more  than 
two  terms. 

(f)  Members  of  the  Advisory  Council, 
while  attending  meetings  or  conferences  of 
the  Council  or  otherwise  serving  on  business 
of  the  Council  shall  receive  compensation  at 
rates  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceed- 
ing $100  per  day,  and  while  so  serving  away 
from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of  busi- 
ness they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 
including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as 
authorized  by  section  5  of  the  Administrative 
Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2)  for 
persons  in  the  Government  service  employed 
intermittently.  The  Advisory  Council  shall 
meet  as  frequently  as  it  deems  necessary, 
but  not  less  often  than  two  times  per  year. 
Upon  request  of  thirteen  or  more  of  its  mem- 
bers, it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Chairman 
to  call  a  meeting  of  the  Advisory  Council. 
Exemption  of  association  from  certain  laws 

Sec.  236.  (a)  The  association  and  each 
carrier  which  is  a  member  of  the  association 
shall,  with  respect  to  so  much  of  its  business 
operations  as  is  concerned  exclusively  with 
offering  for  sale,  selling,  and  administering, 
the  standard  policy  or  alternative  policies  (as 
described  in  section  232(c)),  be  considered 


to  be  a  charitable  and  benevolent  institu- 
tion, and  as  such,  be  exempt  from — 

(1)  regulation  by  a  State  or  political  sub- 
division thereof, 

(2)  Federal  or  State  Income  taxation, 

(3)  all  State  taxes  on  such  policies  or 
premiums  payable  on  account  thereof,  and 

(4)  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1890,  as  amended  (known  as  the  Sherman 
Act) ;  the  Act  of  October  15,  1914,  as 
amended  (known  as  the  Clayton  Act);  and 
the  Federal  Trade  Commission  Act. 

b)  Any  operation  of  a  carrier  which  is  the 
subject  of  an  exemption  provided  in  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  be  subject  to  the  exclusive 
regulation  of  the  Secretary. 

Compliance  provisions 

Sec.  237.  (a)  If,  after  reasonable  opportu- 
nity for  hearing  extended  to  the  carrier  con- 
cerned, it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that 
a  carrier  has  failed  to  comply  with  any  re- 
quirement of  this  part,  or  with  any  regula- 
tion promulgated  pursuant  to  this  part,  the 
Secretary  may  declare  either  that  the  mem- 
bership of  such  carrier  in  the  association  is 
permanently  terminated  or  that  such  mem- 
bership is  suspended  until  such  time  as  the 
Secretary  is  satisfied  that  such  carrier  will  no 
longer  fail  to  comply  with  such  requirement 
or  such  regulation. 

(b)  During  any  period  that  the  member- 
ship of  any  carrier  is  inoperative  by  reason 
of  action  taken  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a),  such  carrier  shall  not  be  en- 
titled to  any  exemption  provided  by  section 
236(a),  and  shall  not,  for  any  purpose,  rep- 
resent itself  as  being  a  member  of  the  asso- 
ciation. Any  carrier  who.  In  offering  for  sale 
any  health  insurance  policy,  falsely  repre- 
sents itself  to  be  a  member  of  the  associa- 
tion shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000. 
Hearings  and  judicial  review 

Sec.  238.  (a)  Prior  to  promulgating  any 
regulation,  issuing  any  order,  making  any 
finding  of  fact,  or  taking  any  other  action 
under  this  part  which  affects  the  association 
or  any  member  thereof,  the  Secretary  shall 
hold  an  appropriate  hearing  on  the  matter 
and  provide  adequate  opportunity  to  repre- 
sentatives of  the  association  and  to  any  in- 
terested member  thereof  to  be  present  and 
present  testimony  at  such  hearing. 

(b)  If  the  association,  or  any  member 
thereof,  is  dissatisfied  with  any  action  of  the 
Secretary  on  which  a  hearing  is  required  to 
be  held  under  subsection  (a) ,  the  associa- 
tion, op  such  member,  as  the  case  may  be, 
may  appeal  to  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia  by  filing 
with  such  court  a  notice  of  appeal.  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  shall  attach  upon 
the  filing  of  such  notice.  A  copy  of  the 
notice  of  appeal  shall  be  forthwith  trans- 
mitted by  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  the  Sec- 
retary, or  any  officer  designated  by  him  for 
that  purpose.  The  Secretary  shall  thereupon 
file  in  the  court  the  record  of  the  proceed- 
ings on  which  he  based  his  action.  The  ac- 
tion of  the  Secretary  shall  be  reviewed  by 
the  court  (on  the  record)  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Administrative  Pro- 
cedure Act." 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senate  will  be  in  order.  The 
Senate  is  not  yet  in  order.  Those  in  the 
rear  of  the  Chamber  will  take  their 
seats  or  retire  to  the  cloakroom. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  vote  on  the  Gore  amendment,  we 
discussed  the  fact  that  it  was  acceptable 
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to  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore]  and  his  associates,  who  have  now 
prevailed  in  this  matter,  to  include  a  pri- 
vate enterprise  provision  in  their  amend- 
ment which  would  open  the  activity  of 
supplying  health  care  to  the  aged  to  the 
entire  insurance  and  private  enterprise 
industry  in  the  United  States.  We  dis- 
cussed the  subject.  The  parliamentary 
situation  at  that  time  did  not  permit 
the  Senator  to  include  it  with  his  amend- 
ment, though  it  was  clearly  understood 
at  the  time  and,  with  all  respect,  I  be- 
lieve Senators  voted  upon  that  theory. 

The  question  I  should  like  to  address 
to  the  Senator  and  through  him  to  our 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
as  follows  

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  without 
yielding  further,  it  appears  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  that  much  of  the 
noise  is  coming  from  the  galleries. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  is  correct.  The  gal- 
leries will  be  in  order.  Our  guests  in  the 
galleries  must  be  in  order  so  that  Sena- 
tors may  hear  the  debate  and  colloquy 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  New  York  for  a 
question. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  My  question  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  is  as  follows :  Would 
the  Senator  consider  it  appropriate  at 
this  time,  if  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
concurs,  after  an  explanation  which  I 
shall  be  happy  to  make,  to  allow  the  Sen- 
ate to  act  upon  the  amendment  with  re- 
spect to  private  enterprise,  which,  as  I 
have  said,  was  supposed  to  be  in  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]  when  it  was  submitted 
to  the  Senate?  I  know  the  Senator  is 
willing  to  accept  it  as  a  modification  to 
the  amendment  which  he  is  now  propos- 
ing, but  I  thought,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  it  would  improve  what  has  been 
voted  upon — in  the  eyes  of  both  those 
who  are  against  the  Gore  amendment 
as  it  passed  and  those  who  are  for  it — 
that  perhaps  then  we  would  have  a  bet- 
ter perspective  of  the  whole  proposal 
which  is  before  the  Senate,  as  we  shall 
yet  have  to  vote  on  the  Long  amendment, 
as  amended,  in  whatever  form  it  may  be. 
So  I  address  the  question  to  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  as  to  whether  it  might 
be  possible  to  do  as  suggested,  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana I  Mr.  Long],  if  he  is  so  disposed. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  before  re- 
sponding directly  to  the  interrogation  of 
the  able  senior  Senator  from  New  York, 
I  should  like  to  state  briefly  that  the 
amendment  submitted  by  the  senior  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  and  several  other 
Senators  is  an  amendment,  as  offered, 
to  the  amendment  on  which  both  groups 
are  now  agreed.  The  senior  Senator 
from  New  York  and  five  of  his  colleagues 
offered  an  amendment  to  permit  private 
insurance  companies  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  among  themselves  to  provide 
health  insurance  for  people  past  65.  The 
amendment  included  three  very  impor- 
tant parts:  First,  an  exemption  from  the 
antitrust  laws;  second,  complete  exemp- 
tion from  taxes;  third,  Federal  regula- 
tion of  such  insurance  companies  as  may 
enter  into  the  combined  group. 


The  proposal  was  subjected  to  very 
careful  study,  not  only  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribi- 
coff],  the  Senator  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Pastore],  and  others  of  our  col- 
leagues on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  and 
Senators  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
but  also  by  the  Social  Security  Board 
and  other  agencies  of  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment. 

The  Treasury  Department  interposed 
strenuous  objection  to  the  precedent  of 
tax  exemption.  Certain  people  in- 
terested in  the  insurance  business  inter- 
posed strong  objections  to  Federal  reg- 
ulation of  insurance  companies.  Yester- 
day, through  the  night,  and  this  morn- 
ing, we  discussed  the  question.  The 
group,  from  both  sides  of  the  aisle, 
reached  the  conclusion  that  Federal 
regulation  of  insurance  companies, 
which  would  be  precedential  if  we  so 
acted,  would  be  justified  only  if  tax  ex- 
emption were  granted.  We  agreed  to 
drop  both  those  provisions  from  the  bill. 
So  what  remains  is  what  may  be  termed 
as  the  keystone  in  the  arch  of  our  health 
care  program  for  the  aged. 

Why  do  I  say  that  it  is  the  keystone 
in  the  arch?  As  I  said  earlier,  we  have 
the  welfare  programs.  We  have  the 
Kerr-Mills  Act,  which  provides  for  the 
medically  indigent  in  States  which 
qualify.  Our  tax  laws  provide  tax 
deductions  which  are  very  generous. 

The  Senate  has  now  adopted  a  social 
security  approach  to  health  care  by  way 
of  hospitalization  for  a  given  period, 
nursing  home  care,  and  some  outpatient 
care.  But  that  measure  does  not  provide 
for  doctor's  bills,  surgical  fees,  and  other 
fees. 

So  the  group,  including  representatives 
of  the  Social  Security  Board,  finally  and 
unanimously  concluded  that  if  we  strike 
from  the  amendment  the  exemption 
from  taxes  and  Federal  regulation  and 
leave  intact  the  sponsorship  of  an  or- 
ganized nonprofit  group  for  the  specific 
purpose  of  providing  health  insurance 
benefits  for  those  past  65,  under  the  su- 
pervision of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  instead  of  this 
being  an  unacceptable  part  of  the  bill, 
instead  of  agreeing  to  it  reluctantly — I 
say  to  the  sponsors  of  the  amendment 
that  those  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  who 
worked  most  earnestly  with  this  subject 
became  enthusiastic  about  it.  We  think 
it  has  a  part  in  the  bill.  We  hope  that 
it  is  written  into  the  law,  and  that  it 
will  succeed. 

Responding  to  the  question,  the 
amendment  agreed  to  is  a  part  of  the 
amendment  now  pending.  I  offered  it. 
Obviously,  if  the  Senator  from  New  York 
wishes  a  separate  vote  on  his  proposal — 
and  that  could  be  done  by  unanimous 
consent  without  displacing  my  amend- 
ment or  prejudicing  my  rights  any 
way — if  agreeable  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  I  would  be  entirely  agreeable. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
from  Louisiana  would  not  be  able  to 
agree  to  a  vote  of  that  kind  on  the 
amendment  which  he  has  sponsored.  He 


is  not  in  favor  of  the  medicare  proposal 
of  the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  as  he 
has  told  the  Senate.  He  does  not  feel 
that  his  name  should  appear  on  an 
amendment  which  he  cannot  support.  I 
feel  that  it  should  bear  the  name  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore], 
who  is  the  prime  mover  of  the 
amendment. 

I  would  urge  the  Senator  to  prepare 
his  amendment  in  whatever  form  he 
would  like  to  have  it  appear.  In  due 
course  I  shall  ask  consent  to  withdraw 
my  amendment,  in  order  that  the  sub- 
stitute may  be  offered  for  it.  The  Rec- 
ord will  then  not  show  that  I  voted 
against  the  Long  amendment,  but  that  I 
voted  against  the  Gore  amendment  when 
it  was  offered.  The  Senator  would  then 
have.,,  complete  control  of  his  amend- 
ment.' He  could  accept  whatever 
amendments  he  wanted  to  accept,  and 
he  could  oppose  whatever  amendments 
he  cared  to  oppose,  and  ask  for  a  yea- 
and-nay  vote  on  them.  That,  I  believe, 
would  be  a  much  better  way  in  which  to 
handle  the  issue.  Some  of  us  would  like 
to  vote  for  what  was  in  the  Long  amend- 
ment, but  not  for  that  which  is  in  the 
Gore  amendment.  We  would  then  have 
a  clear-cut  vote  on  each  issue.  A  better 
decision  would  be  reached  in  that  fash- 
ion. 

I  hope  that  in  due  course  the  Senator 
will  prepare  his  amendment  so  that  he 
may  have  complete  control  of  it  and  not 
have  to  ask  my  consent  as  to  what  he 
does  with  his  amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  appreciate  the  construc- 
tive suggestion  of  the  able  junior  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana.  It  is  typical  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Louisiana.  He  ac- 
cepts the  decision  of  the  Senate,  though 
it  was  by  a  narrow  margin. 

After  I  have  concluded  these  brief  re- 
marks, I  shall  be  glad  to  work  with  the 
Senator  to  that  end.  If  the  Senate  gives 
consent  to  such  procedure,  I  shall  be 
happy  to  be  so  guided. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve any  Senator  would  care  to  deny  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  that  opportu- 
nity. Upon  reflection,  T  do  not  believe 
that  any  Member  of  the  Senate  would 
care  to  insist  that  the  proposal  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  should  bear  the 
name  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  or 
that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  should 
be  compelled  to  vote  against  his  own 
amendment. 

Mr.  GORE.  Far  be  it  from  me  so  to 
require. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  appreciate  the  sugges- 
tion. It  is  typical  of  the  Senator.  I  say 
to  my  beloved  friend  that  there  is  no 
Member  of  the  Senate  beside  whom  I 
receive  greater  joy  in  battle.  It  is  with 
the  greatest  reluctance  that  I  come  to 
disagreement  with  him.  He  is  difficult 
to  contest. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  senior 
Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  It  seems  to  me  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  made  an 
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excellent  suggestion.  Another  vote  is 
due,  but  I  believe  any  vote  in  that  re- 
spect should  be  in  the  control  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee.  So,  with  his 
consent,  I  shall  bide  my  time  until  the 
Senate  is  willing  to  vote  on  it.  Does  the 
Senator  feel  the  same  way  about  my 
proposal? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  suggest  to  the  distin- 
guished senior  Senator  from  New  York 
that,  since  his  amendment  is  now  a  part 
of  the  pending  amendment,  if  the 
Senate  will  give  him  unanimous  consent 
to  become  a  cosponsor  of  the  pending 
amendment,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
and  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  can 
follow  the  procedure  to  which  he  has 
referred. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Let  me  discuss  that 
question  with  the  Senator. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisana.  The  Senator 
was  discussing  his  amendment.  I 
assume  he  may  want  to  have  a  different 
tax  proposal,  or  something  different 
than  an  across-the-board  increase.  I 
suggest  that  the  Senator  offer  the 
amendment  in  whatever  form  he  wishes. 

Mr.  GORE.  In  view  of  the  desire  of 
the  senior  Senator  from  New  York  to 
have  his  amendment  considered  sepa- 
rately, I  will  modify  my  pending  amend- 
ment by  eliminating  therefrom  that  por- 
tion of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  may  we  have  a  vote  on 
the  pending  amendment? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  in 
view  of  the  modification  of  the  amend- 
ment  

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore^  The  Senator  has  withdrawn  his 
amendment  as  it  was  modified. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  President, 
I  suggest — and  if  need  be  the  Senate  can 
recess  subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair  or 
take  up  some  other  amendment — that 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  consult  with 
the  Senator  from  New  York  and  agree 
upon  the  amendment  they  would  like  to 
offer,  and  then  offer  their  amendment 
in  that  fashion?  When  they  do,  they 
can  explain  what  it  is,  what  it  provides 
and  what  it  does  not  provide.  That  be- 
ing the  case,  they  would  have  the  priv- 
ilege that  a  sponsor  of  any  amendment 
is  entitled  to  have — to  accept  modifica- 
tions of  the  amendment  that  any  Sena- 
tor cares  to  offer.  I  hope  they  will  do 
that.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned,  so  long 
as  my  name  remains  on  the  amendment, 
I  feel  responsible  for  what  goes  into  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  upon  fur- 
ther conference  with  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  York,  he  has  concluded  that, 
if  the  Senate  will  give  its  consent,  he  will 
add  his  name  as  a  cosponsor  of  the 
pending  amendment.  When  it  is 
adopted,  the  Senate  can  proceed  to  other 
amendments  temporarily,  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana  and  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  will  undertake  to  agree  upon 
the  procedure  which  the  Senator  from 


Louisiana  has  suggested,  in  order  that 
the  Gore  amendment  may  not  bear  the 
name  of  "Long." 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. Is  there  objection  to  the  unani- 
mous consent  request  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  to  become  a  cosponsor? 

Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
The  Senator's  name  will  be  added  as  a 
cosponsor  of  the  amendment. 

The  question  now  arises  on  the  Gore 
amendment. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Just  what  amend- 
ment is  being  considered? 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  relates  to  the  financing  for 
the  amendment  which  the  Senate  has 
adopted,  plus  the  Javits  amendment,  co- 
sponsored  by  several  other  Senators, 
which  I  have  just  explained.  This 
amendment  necessarily  follows  the  ac- 
tion of  the  Senate  of  a  few  moments  ago. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  the  floor,  but  I 
will  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  What  will  be 
left  of  the  Long  amendment  if  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Tennes- 
see is  adopted? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  So  far  as  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  concerned,  he 
wishes  to  dissociate  himself  from  the 
amendment  and  wishes  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  to  offer  the  amendment  in 
whatever  form  he  wishes.  If  he  wishes 
to  adopt  some  parts  of  my  amendment, 
he  may.  I  do  not  request  that  he  do  it. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  he  would  like 
to  accept  modifications  such  as  that  pro- 
posed by  the  Senator  from  New  York, 
he  may  do  so.  But  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  would  like  to  dissociate  him- 
self from  an  amendment  which  bears  his 
name.  He  is  reluctant  to  continually 
vote  against  it  when  all  that  has  to  be 
done  is  for  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
to  offer  the  amendment  as  he  wants  it 
and  accept  any  amendments  to  it  that 
he  wishes  to  accept. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. -  The  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
the  floor. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  amend- 
ment is  drafted  in  a  form  which  not 
only  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  de- 
sires but  which  many  other  Senators 
desire.  If,  after  the  amendment  proc- 
ess is  completed,  we  are  left  with  the 
Long  amendment,  amended  by  the  Gore 
amendment,  then  by  consent,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  I  take  it,  could 
remove  his  name  as  a  sponsor  of  the 
Long  amendment  as  amended  by  the 
Senate.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  do 
that,  but  I  insist  that  there  is  no  par- 
liamentary irregularity  involved.  We 
are  proceeding  in  an  orderly  way  to 
amend  the  Long  amendment.  When  we 
complete  the  amendment  of  the  Long 
amendment,  it  seems  to  me  it  will  then 
be  the  proper  time  for  action  such  as 
that  suggested  by  the  junior  Senator 
from  Louisiana  to  be  taken. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 


Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Vermont. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  am  not  familiar  with 
the  amendment  which  is  now  pending,  or 
the  substance  of  it.  May  I  ask  the  Sen- 
ator this  question?  Does  it  change  in 
any  way  the  benefits? 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes;  it  does. 

"Mr.  PROUTY.  How  does  it  affect 
them? 

Mr.  GORE.   To  begin  with  

Mr.  PROUTY.  Does  it  strike  the  7- 
percent  increase  which  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  proposed? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  does.  Perhaps  I  had 
better  give  

May  we  have  order? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore.  The  Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore.  The  Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  yielding  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont.  Will  the  Sena- 
tor state  his  question?  Some  Senators 
did  not  hear  it. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Does  the  Senator's 
proposed  amendment  strike  the  7-per- 
cent increase  in  the  benefits  provided  by 
the  amendment  of  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long] ? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  provides  a  7- 
percent  increase,  in  place  of  the  5-percent 
increase  in  benefits  provided  by  the 
pending  bill.  What  the  amendment 
would  do  is  to  strike  the  additional  2  per- 
cent contained  in  the  Long  amendment 
and  the  5  percent  contained  in  the  House 
bill,  and  substitute  therefor  a  $7  per 
month  increase  for  all  social  security 
beneficiaries. 

To  be  perfectly  accurate  about  the 
amendment  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  in  addition  to  the  2-percent 
increase  in  benefits,  it  raises  the  mini- 
mum social  security  benefit  from  $40  to 
$45.  The  2-percent  increase  would  be 
in  addition  to  that. 

The  $7  increase  in  the  monthly  bene- 
fit at  the  lowest  end  of  the  social  security 
benefit  scale  would  be  roughly  com- 
parable to  the  Long  proposal,  but  not 
comparable  at  the  top. 

The  tax  provisions  are  contained  in 
the  Long  amendment,  and  in  the  pend- 
ing bill.  The  financing  provisions  are 
necessary  for  all.  The  social  security  tax 
is  raised  by  all  three.  Does  that  ade- 
quately explain  the  situation? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Not  entirely.  If  a 
person  is  now  receiving  a  benefit  of  $50 
a  month,  am  I  correct  in  understanding 
that  if  the  Senator's  amendment  is  ac- 
cepted that  person  will  receive  $57? 

Mr.  GORE.    The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  If  he  is  receiving  $127, 
which  is  the  top  figure,  will  he  receive 
$134? 

Mr.  GORE.    The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  It  is  a  $7  increase 
across  the  board.   Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.    The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  PROUTY.    I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  GORE.  To  further  clarify  the  sit- 
uation, let  me  start  with  the  House  bill. 
A  beneficiary  who  is  receiving  a  social 
security  benefit  of  $50  a  month,  under 
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the  House  bill,  would  receive  a  5 -percent 
increase,  which  would  bring  his  benefit 
to  $52.50. 

The  Long  amendment  would  add  an- 
other 2  percent,  which  would  bring  the 
total  benefit  to  $53.50. 

The  amendment  which  I  have  offered 
would  raise  his  benefit  to  $57,  as  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  already 
pointed  out. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  In  other  words,  a  man 
getting  $50  now  would  get  $57.  A  man 
getting  $100  would  get  $107.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  GORE.    The  Senator  is  correct. 

I  should  point  out,  in  all  fairness  to 
the  Senate,  that  if  this  whole  matter 
is  to  be  in  conference  with  the  House, 
which  is  something  that  I  believe  is  de- 
sirable, some  change  must  be  made  by 
the  Senate  in  the  benefits,  some  change 
must  be  made  in  the  tax  rate,  and  some 
change  must  be  made  in  the  wage  base 
to  which  the  tax  is  applied,  or  else  those 
matters  will  not  be  in  conference. 

For  instance,  if  the  Senate  did  not 
change  the  wage  base,  which  in  the 
House  bill  is  $5,400,  the  conference  com- 
mittee would  be  without  power  to  change 
it.  It  would  have  to  agree  to  the  $5,400 
figure. 

The  pending  bill  makes  a  slight  change 
in  that  figure.  It  makes  it  $5,600.  Since 
the  amounts  are  in  disagreement,  the 
conference  committee,  on  which  the  sen- 
ior members  of  both  committees,  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle,  I  take  it,  will  serve, 
will  have  sufficient  flexibility  to  bring  to 
the  Senate  and  to  the  House  a  conference 
committee  report  which  I  hope  will  not 
involve  a  tax  in  excess  of  10  percent,  but 
which  will  provide  the  essentials  of 
health  insurance  to  the  social  security 
beneficiary. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  has  already  answered  in  part 
what  I  had  in  mind.  Do  I  correctly  un- 
derstand now  that  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment,  which  the  Senator  now  pro- 
poses, would  change  the  pending  bill  in 
two  particulars? 

Mr.  GORE.    In  three  particulars. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.    In  three  particulars. 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  First,  it  would  raise 
the  payroll  tax. 

Mr.  GORE.  As  both  the  bill  and  the 
Long  amendment  would  do  also,  but  the 
Gore  amendment  would  do  it  in  a 
slightly  different  way. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  And  to  a  slightly 
higher  amount. 

Mr.  GORE.  Yes;  with  $5,600,  as  a 
wage  base,  instead  of  $5,400. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  To  what  rate  of  pay- 
roll tax  would  the  amendment  change 
the  pending  measure? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  shall  state  the  maximum 
in  all  three.  Present  law  provides  a  total 
social  security  tax  on  wages,  salaries, 
and  self-employed  earnings  for  both  em- 
ployer and  employee  of  9.25  percent  as 
a  maximum.  The  blue  sheet,  which  is 
on  the  desk  of  every  Senator,  shows  the 
amounts  separately  instead  of  combined. 
It  would  provide  a  tax  upon  the  em- 
ployee, upon  his  wage  or  salary,  up  to 


$5,400,  at  a  rate  of  4.625  percent,  and  a 
similar  amount  upon  the  employer.  If 
we  add  these  two  together,  we  get  the 
figure  of  9.25  percent  upon  the  payroll 
wage  or  salary. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  the  House 
bill.   Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  the  present  law. 
The  House  bill  would  increase  that  rate 
to  4.8  upon  both  employer  and  employee. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.   Or  9.6  percent. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  9.6  percent  combined. 
The  Long  amendment  does  not  appear 
in  the  compilation  because  it  was  sub- 
mitted after  the  Senate  took  up  the  bill. 
However,  I  understand  that  the  Long 
amendment,  which  has  now  been  dis- 
placed, would  have  provided  an  increase 
in  the  social  security  tax  to  5  percent  for 
both  employee  and  employer,  or  a  total 
of  10  percent. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  How  much  does  the 
proposal  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee,  now  pending,  raise  that 
amount? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  would  raise  it  upon  the 
employer  to  5.2  percent  and  upon  the 
employee  to  5.2  percent,  a  total  of  10.4 
percent. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  addition,  it  would 
raise  the  maximum  figure  upon  which 
taxes  could  be  levied  on  the  income  of 
anyone,  wage  earner  or  salary  earner. 

Mr.  GORE.  It  raises  the  base  from 
$5,400  to  $5,600. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee.  It  seemed  to  me  that 
we  were  being  asked  to  vote  on  an 
amendment,  a  description  of  which  was 
not  in  the  Record  and  an  understanding 
of  which  was  not  in  the  mind  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Florida.  I  surmise,  from  the 
way  other  Senators  have  chimed  in,  that 
they  were  in  the  same  situation.  I  ap- 
preciate the  Senator's  answer. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  appreciate  the  diligence 
of  the  Senator  from  Florida.  The  expla- 
nation is  in  the  Record.  I  am  sure  the 
senior  Senator  from  Florida  has  not  had 
the  opportunity  to  refer  to  it.  But  a  full 
explanation  is  in  the  Record.  I  am 
pleased  with  these  questions,  because 
they  give  me  an  opportunity  to  restate 
what  I  think  the  Record  should  show. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  GORE.   I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  the  Sen- 
ator's going  into  some  detail  to  clarify 
what  the  changes  in  rates,  earnings  base, 
and  benefits  are;  but  I  should  like  to  have 
a  little  further  clarification. 

I  understand  that  under  the  Long 
amendment,  the  combined  employer-em- 
ployee tax  would  be  10  percent;  and  that 
under  the  pending  amendment  to  the 
amendment,  the  combined  tax  would  be 
10.4  percent. 

We  have  the  tax  differential  of  four- 
tenths  of  1  percent  straightened  out. 

Now  I  am  interested  in  the  benefits.  As 
I  understand,  the  Senator  from  Tennes- 
see would  provide  a  $7  across-the-board 
increase  in  pensions,  in  all  brackets.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  would  provide 
something  comparable  to  that  in  the 
lowest  areas,  but  in  the  highest  areas  the 
benefits  would  not  be  as  much  as  the 
benefits  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
would  provide.    Is  that  correct  so  far? 


Mr.  GORE.  Each  case  would  have  to 
be  examined;  $7  a  month  might  be  a 
greater  benefit  than  the  sum  that  would 
be  provided  by  the  Long  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Perhaps  I  have  not 
made  myself  clear.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing that  there  would  be  substantially 
greater  increases  over  the  lowest 
brackets. 

Mr.  GORE.  An  increase  of  7  percent 
on  a  $100  benefit  is  $7.  The  pending 
amendment  would  pay  $7.  I  do  not 
know  whether  the  Senator  refers  to  the 
$100  benefit  as  being  in  the  higher  bene- 
fits class.  That  is  why  I  say  that  each 
case  would  have  to  be  examined.  If  the 
Senator  will  state  an  amount,  we  can 
examine  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  have  an  estimate  of  the  total 
dollar  amount  which  the  Gore  amend- 
ment would  cost  for  all  the  program,  as 
against  the  total  amount,  dollarwise,  for 
all  the  people  who  would  be  in  the  pro- 
gram under  the  Long  amendment?  How 
many  million  dollars  are  we  talking  about 
in  benefits,  as  between  the  two  ap- 
proaches? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  a  little  difficult  to 
compare  a  rabbit  with  his  chaser. 

The  amendment  provides  a  higher  tax 
rate  by  four-tenths  of  1  percent,  divided 
equally  between  the  employer  and  em- 
ployee. It  levies  that  rate  upon  a 
slightly  heavier  base — $5,600  a  year  com- 
pared with  $5,400  a  year.  The  benefits 
of  my  amendment,  according  to  actuarial 
estimates,  to  answer  the  Senator,  would 
be  approximately  $3  billion. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  is,  for  all  benefits, 
including  the  increase  in  pensions? 

Mr.  GORE.    That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  If  the  Senator  will  bear 
with  me  a  little  further,  how  much  of  the 
$3  billion  is  estimated  to  consist  of  the 
increase  in  pensions?  I  assume  the  bal- 
ance would  be  the  increase  relating  to 
medical  benefits  and  hospital  benefits. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  I  may  answer  the 
Senator  in.  round  figures  and  general 
terms,  about  half  of  it,  or  $1,500  million. 

Mr.  MILLER.  About  $1,500  million 
represents  the  increase  in  pension  bene- 
fits? 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Senator  will  con- 
sider that  not  to  be  an  exact  amount. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Yes.  I  appreciate 
that  we  cannot  get  down  to  too  fine  a 
point.  Can  the  Senator  from  Tennes- 
see state  how  much  the  increased  benefit 
would  be  under  the  Long  amendment? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  do  not  have  that  figure. 
As  the  Senator  knows,  the  amendment 
was  submitted  after  the  bill  was  called 
up.  If  there  is  a  report  of  the  Social 
Security  Board  on  that,  I  do  not  have  it. 
My  own  assistant  estimates  that  it  would 
be  something  less  than  $1,500  million. 

Mr.  MILLER.  In  other  words,  the  dol- 
lar amount  of  pension  benefits  under 
the  Long  proposal  would  be  approxi- 
mately the  same  as  the  dollar  amount 
for  pensions  under  the  Gore  proposal? 

Mr.  GORE.  A  little  less,  the  difference 
being  that  those  receiving  less  than  $100 
a  month  in  benefits  would  receive  a 
slightly  larger  increase  in  benefits  under 
my  amendment.  Those  now  receiving 
more  than  $100  in  benefits  would  receive 
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slightly  less  under  my  amendment  than 
under  the  Long  amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  understand;  but  dol- 
larwise,  for  all  people  under  the  whole 
program,  the  amounts  are  about  the 
same? 

Mr.  GORE.  Roughly  the  same,  be- 
cause minus  the  four-tenths  of  1  per- 
cent the  added  taxes  are  within  prox- 
imity, and  minus  the  health  insurance 
under  social  security,  the  increases  in 
benefits,  as  I  have  described,  are  within 
proximity.  But  I  cannot  give  the  exact 
amounts,  because  I  have  no  actuarial  es- 
timates with  respect  to  the  Long  amend- 
ment. The  Senator  is  asking  me  ques- 
tions to  which  I  cannot  give  estimates. 

Mr.  MILLER.  As  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  sees  it,  the  Long  amendment  pro- 
vides for  a  combined  tax  of  10  percent. 
Coupled  with  that  are  pension  benefit  in- 
creases totaling  about  $1,500  million.  Of 
course,  along  with  that,  there  would  be 
the  increase  in  earnings  from  $5,400  to 
$5,600. 

Mr.  GORE.  Plus  the  $5  increase  in  the 
minimum,  from  $40  to  $45. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  is  what  I  mean 
when  I  speak  about  $1,500  million  more 
in  pensions  throughout  the  program.  I 
am  talking  quantitywise.  By  the  time 
we  take  the  increase  for  this  individual 
and  that  individual,  and  go  through  the 
program,  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  said  it  was  roughly  $1,500 
million  under  the  Long  amendment  and 
$1,500  million  under  the  Gore  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  correct.  If  I  may 
give  a  further  answer,  to  try  to  be  as 
explicit  as  is  within  my  capacity,  the 
two  amendments  together,  which  I  have 
offered,  seek,  first,  to  adopt  the  prin- 
ciple of  health  care  insurance  for  those 
past  65  through  the  social  security  pro- 
gram. 

Second,  it  seeks  to  increase  cash  bene- 
fits for  recipients  of  social  security  pay- 
ments. Third,  it  seeks  to  make  sufficient 
changes  in  the  bill  so  that  the  confer- 
ence committee  can,  with  the  assistance 
of  the  social  security  board  and  other 
experts,  prepare  the  most  advisable  type 
and  combination  of  benefits  to  be  written 
into  law. 

It  is  my  personal  hope  that  they  will 
come  back  to  the  Senate  with  a  confer- 
ence report  providing  for  the  essentials 
of  the  King-Anderson  bill,  and  a  suf- 
ficent  increase  in  tax  to  make  it  actuari- 
ally sound,  plus  such  other  benefits  as 
are  available  within  an  approximately 
10-percent  tax  ceiling.  It  may  be  nec- 
essary to  move  the  base  one  way  or  the 
other.    However,  this  is  only  my  hope. 

I  am  telling  the  Senator  the  three 
major  purposes  of  the  proposals  which  I 
have  submitted,  which  are  the  result  of 
a  great  deal  of  consultation. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  understand  those  points.  I  should  like 
to  clear  up  one  or  two  further  points. 

Getting  back  to  the  amount,  so  far  as 
the  pensions  are  concerned,  my  under- 
standing is  that  the  difference  between 
the  Gore  approach  and  the  Long  ap- 
proach, from  the  standpoint  of  getting 
tax  money,  is  that  under  the  Gore  ap- 
proach we  go  from  $5,400  to  $5,600  on 


the  earnings  base,  and  under  the  Long 
approach  we  go  from  only  $4,800  to 
$5,400;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  House  bill  would 
lift  the  base  from  the  legal  base  today 
of  $4,800  to  $5,400.  The  Long  amend- 
ment would  not  change  the  House  bill 
in  that  regard. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  understand.  With 
respect  to  the  tax  rates,  or,  in  other 
words,  between  the  Long  and  the  Gore 
approaches,  or  between  the  House  and 
the  Gore  approach,  there  is  a  $200  in- 
crease in  the  earnings  base.  With  re- 
spect to  the  tax  rates,  there  is  a  four- 
tenths  of  1  percent  difference  between 
the  Gore  approach  and  the  Long  ap- 
proach. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  we  combine  together 
both  the  employer  and  the  employee. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  is  correct.  What 
I  am  getting  at  is  that  the  four-tenths 
of  1  percent,  with  the  difference  between 
$5,400  and  $5,600,  is  what  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  has  arrived  at  as  being 
tentatively  necessary  to  be  actuarially 
sound,  in  providing  hospitalization  bene- 
fits, to  provide  pensions  which  are  about 
the  same  in  amount  as  those  under  the 
Long  approach;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.    If  the  Senator  

Mr.  MILLER.  I  shall  be  happy  to  re- 
peat my  question.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore.   The  Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Senator  would  re- 
peat his  question,  I  shall  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  What  I  am  getting  at 
is  that  we  seem  to  arrive  at  this  point, 
that  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has 
concluded,  tentatively  at  least,  that  by 
merely  increasing  the  earnings  base  from 
$5,400  to  $5,600,  and  by  increasing  the 
tax  rate  combined  on  employer  and  em- 
ployee by  four-tenths  of  1  percent, 
enough  extra  tax  money  will  be  provided 
to  be  actuarially  sound  and  to  take  care 
of  the  medicare  benefits  and  pensions 
which  are  about  the  same  in  quantity 
as  those  under  the  Long  approach;  is 
that  not  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  Senator  will  accept 
my  own  assessment  of  the  Long  amend- 
ment. As  I  have  stated  repeatedly  to 
the  Senator  I  do  not  have  the  actuarial 
tables  with  respect  to  the  Long  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  that.  The 
Senator  was  giving  me  the  rough  esti- 
mate of  $1.5  billion  under  both  ap- 
proaches. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  know;  and  I  have  done 
that.  I  am  happy  to  do  so  if  it  is  so 
understood,  but  I  cannot  then  go  further 
on  specific  amounts  and  comparisons 
for  which  I  do  not  have  actuarial  esti- 
mates. However,  I  shall  do  the  best  I 
can. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  am  not  trying  to 
have  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  do  the 
impossible,  but  I  hope  that  he  will  fol- 
low me  so  that  he  will  understand  the 
exact  point  I  am  trying  to  bring  out. 
If,  under  the  Long  approach,  we  are  to 
have  pensions  totaling  about  $1.5  billion 
a  year,  and  under  the  Gore  approach  we 
are  to  have  pensions  totaling  $1.5  billion 
a  year,  there  is  no  great  difference  In 


the  total  amount  of  the  pensions  we 
shall  have  to  finance  under  either 
approach. 

Mr.  GORE.    I  agree. 

Mr.  MILLER.,  Very  well.  Then  we 
reach  the  conclusion  that  the  increase 
of  four-tenths  of  1  percent  tax  on  the  em- 
ployer and  employee  combined,  and  the 
increase  in  the  earnings  base  from  $5,400 
to  $5,600,  must  be  only  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  actuarially  sound  financing 
of  medicare  benefits.  I  cannot  under- 
stand how  else  we  would  be  doing  it  ex- 
cept for  those  reasons.  I  hope  that  the 
Senator  follows  my  conclusion.  I  should 
like  to  have  him  agree  to  it,  if  that  is 
what  it  is. 

Mr.  GORE.  That  is  a  logical  deduc- 
tion. 

Mr.  MILLER.    Very  well. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  King-Anderson  bill 
from  the  beginning — at  least  for  the  past 
few  years — has  involved  a  tax  increase 
of  four-tenths  of  1  percent.  The  Senator 
has  made  a  logical  deduction,  if  he 
grants — as  he  so  generously  does — my 
own  inadequacies  in  making  exact 
estimates. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  recog- 
nizes what  I  and  other  Senators  must 
arrive  at — that  if  we  vote  for  the  pend- 
ing amendment,  we  must  be  satisfied 
that  the  four-tenths  of  1  percent  tax  on 
employer  and  employee  combined,  plus 
the  increase  in  the  earnings  base  up  to 
$5,600,  will  be  adequate  to  provide  actu- 
arially sound  financing  for  medicare 
benefits.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I 
wished  to  pursue  the  point  with  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee. 

I  am  not  an  actuary,  but  I  recognize 
that  there  does  not  seem  to  be  a  great 
deal  of  difference  between  the  Long 
amendment  and  the  Gore  amendment — 
four-tenths  of  1  percent  of  tax  money, 
and  an  increase  in  the  earnings  base  from 
$5,400  to  $5,600 — and  I  am  wondering 
whether,  with  this  change,  we  shall  have 
an  actuarially  sound  arrangement. 

In  that  connection,  I  have  two  further 
questions  to  ask  the  Senator. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  suggests 
that  this  matter  go  to  conference,  where 
actuarial  experts  can  devise  a  program; 
and  we  can  do  so  because  the  third  reason 
for  his  amendment  is  to  afford  a  degree 
of  flexibility,  with  the  earnings  base  and 
the  tax  rates,  to  arrive  at  an  actuarially 
sound  approach;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  GORE.  To  begin  with,  the  Sena- 
tor asks  two  questions.  The  Senate 
Finance  Committee  and  the  Senate  now 
have  had  the  benefit  of  the  analyses  and 
the  estimates  of  the  actuarial  experts  of 
the  Social  Security  Board. 

I  have  placed  those  figures  in  the 
Record.  They  are  available  to  all  Sena- 
tors. The  King-Anderson  bill  has  been 
based  upon  an  increase  in  the  tax  rate 
of  0.4  of  1  percent,  equally  against  em- 
ployer and  employee,  and  an  increase  in 
the  tax  base. 

Insofar  as  I  can  assure  the  Senator 
that  it  is  actuarially  sound,  I  assure  him 
that,  in  my  judgment,  it  is.  But  I  must 
acknowledge  that  I  am  no  more  of  an 
actuarial  expert  than  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  claims  to  be.  But  we  do  have 
actuarial  estimates.   They  are  available 
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to  me,  and  they  are  available  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Under  the  original 
King-Anderson  bill,  there  was  an  in- 
crease in  the  earnings  base  from  $4,800 
to  $5,200.  There  was  a  $400  earnings 
base  increase,  or  an  increase  of  0.4  of  1 
percent  in  the  combined  employer- 
employee  tax  thereon. 

That  is  the  difficulty  that  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  is  pointing  to.  The  Senator 
from  Tennessee  proposes  to  go  from 
$5,400  to  $5,600,  which  is  merely  a  $200 
bracket  increase  on  earnings.  He  pro- 
poses to  use  the  same  rate  increase  of  0.4 
of  1  percent  for  approximately  the  same 
benefits.  It  appears  to  me  that  in  order 
to  be  consistent  with  the  original  King- 
Anderson  approach,  we  should  go  from 
$5,400  to  $5,800.  Does  the  Senator  see 
my  difficulty  there? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  believe  I  see  the  diffi- 
culty of  the  Senator.  If  the  Senator  will 
refer  to  the  report  of  the  Committee  on 
Finance,  he  will  see  that  the  actuarial 
balance  has  fluctuated  slightly — not  very 
much.  This  can  be  found  on  page  19. 
The  proposal  that  is  now  before  the 
Senate  would  not,  according  to  the  esti- 
mates we  have,  raise  the  actuarial  im- 
balance to  a  greater  extent  than  has 
prevailed  in  several  years — in  fact,  not 
as  much  as  it  has  been  in  any  one  of  5 
previous  years. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Is  the  Senator  refer- 
ring to  the  minus  0.22  imbalance  figure? 

Mr.  GORE.  The  minus  0.22  figure  is 
an  estimate  for  the  Senate  bill  if  enacted. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Is  that  Senate  bill,  for 
all  practical  purposes,  the  same  as  the 
Gore  amendment  which  was  just  agreed 
to  by  the  Senate? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  not.  The  House  bill, 
unamended,  would  be  minus  0.20.  As 
amended  by  the  committee — not  by  the 
Long  amendment — the  imbalance  would 
be  minus  0.22.  I  do  not  know  exactly 
what  the  estimate  of  the  imbalance 
would  be  if  the  Long  amendment  were 
agreed  to  and  enacted  into  law.  But  if 
the  Senator  will  again  accept  my  inexact 
estimate,  it  would  probably  be  approxi- 
mately minus  0.21. 

If  the  proposal  which  the  Senate  has 
now  agreed  to,  plus  the  pending  amend- 
ment, should  become  law,  the  imbalance 
would  be  only  minus  0.30,  which  would 
be  less  than  the  imbalance  in  any  1  of 
5  previous  years. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Did  the  Senator  say 
"any  one  of  the  5  previous  years?" 

Mr.  GORE.  In  any  1  of  5  previous 
years.  If  the  Senator  wants  to  be  exact, 
the  years  would  be  1939,  1950,  1952,  1954, 
and  1956.  It  would  be  the  same  for  1956. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  figure  for  1956,  as 
far  as  I  can  see,  is  minus  0.13.  Did  the 
Senator  mean  the  year  1958? 

Mr.  GORE.  Let  me  look  a  little  closer. 
As  the  Senator  knows,  there  is  very  fine 
print  in  the  tables. 

As  I  read  it  again,  it  is  the  imbalance 
after  the  1956  act.  The  calendar  year 
was  1958.  Perhaps  the  Senator  referred 
to  the  calendar  year,  and  I  referred  to 
the  date  of  the  amendment. 


Mr.  MILLER.  I  believe  that  is  the 
difficulty. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  imbalance  would  be 
minus  0.22. 

As  to  more  recent  years,  referring  to 
the  date  of  the  estimate,  the  imbalance 
for  1960  was  minus  0.30.  In  1961,  it  was 
minus  0.30.  Last  year,  it  was  minus  0.31. 
The  estimate,  if  the  proposal  which  I 
have  advanced  becomes  law,  is  minus 
0.30.  If  the  conference  committee 
should  bring  back  a  total  of  10  percent 
and  some  reduction  in  benefits,  or  some 
increase  in  base,  the  actuarial  figure 
would  be  perhaps  something  less  than 
minus  0.30. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  that  in- 
formation. That  leads  to  further  ques- 
tions. I  do  not  wish  to  delay  action,  but 
I  wish  to  make  an  additional  point.  I 
do  not  know  the  implication  of  the  minus 
0.30,  or  the  minus  0.31;  but  I  recognize 
that  there  can  be  a  comparison  of  con- 
ditions as  between  years. 

I  am  not  sure  I  am  aware  of  what  is 
meant  by  actuarial  soundness.  The  ac- 
tuarial soundness  of  the  present  social 
security  system  is  such  that  it  has  been 
estimated  that  the  average  young  man 
or  woman  in  the  labor  market  today 
will  be  paying  $168  per  year  for  every 
$100  of  benefits  that  he  or  she  would 
receive  after  retiring  at  age  65.  That 
does  not  seem  very  sound  when  one  can 
go  to  a  private  insurance  company  and 
start  paying  $30,  $35,  or  $40  a  year,  in- 
stead of  $168,  for  the  same  benefits.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  actuarially  sound 
to  pay  less  money. 

Suppose  a  Senator  is  not  satisfied  in 
his  own  mind  that  the  financing  provi- 
sions under  the  Gore  approach  are  ade- 
quate. Instead  of  increasing,  as  in  the 
Long  amendment,  from  $4,800  to  $5,400, 
or  instead  of  increasing  only  by  $200,  up 
to  $5,600,  perhaps  we  ought  to  increase 
it  to  $5,800.  Perhaps,  instead  of  a  com- 
bined increased  tax  on  employer  and 
employee  of  0.4  of  1  percent,  it  ought  to 
be  0.6  of  1  percent. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  suggests 
that  we  should  not  be  too  much  con- 
cerned about  that,  but  that  the  issue  will 
go  to  the  conference,  and  the  conferees 
will  be  able  to  arrive  at  some  kind  of 
actuarially  sound  figure.  Can  the  Sen- 
ator tell  me  whether  or  not,  if  there  is  a 
top  amount  of  $5,400  in  earnings  and  a 
top  tax  rate  of  10.4  percent,  the  confer- 
ence committee  could  increase  that 
amount?  I  understand  that  the  con- 
ferees can  decrease  it  down  to  the  House 
level,  but  I  am  wondering  whether  they 
can  increase  it. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee does  not  pose  as  a  parliamentary 

expert  

Mr.  MILLER.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  could 
tell  us. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  shall  answer  the  ques- 
tion. Prom  my  long  experience  as  a 
Member  of  both  the  House  and  the  Sen- 
ate and  service  on  various  conference 
committees,  when  a  question  is  in  dis- 
agreement, the  conferees  have  wide  lati- 
tude with  respect  to  their  action. 

I  defer  to  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  for  further  reply  to  the  question. 


Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  believe  the  an- 
swer to  the  question  of  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  is  that  the  conferees  can  go  up  to 
$5,600,  but  they  cannot  go  beyond  that. 
They  have  certain  limitations.  They 
must  stay  within  them.  The  House  fig- 
ure is  low  and  the  Senate  figure  is  high. 
They  must  arrive  at  a  figure  somewhere 
between  those  two  points  or  at  one  of 
those  points.  Therefore,  there  would  be 
no  power  in  a  conference  to  increase  the 
amount  beyond  $5,600. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  same  would  be 
true  with  respect  to  the  tax  rate,  I  sup- 
pose, of  10.4  percent  in  the  Senate,  which 
is  the  top  amount. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct.  I 
believe  that  the  tax  rate  will  finally  be 
about  10.2  percent.  I  remind  the  Sena- 
tor from  Iowa  of  something,  with  which 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  is  very  fa-, 
miliar,  namely,  that  the  conferees  are 
usually  very  conservative  in  their  ap- 
proach to  social  security  problems.  They 
probably  would  pare  down  the  figure. 
The  Senator  from  Virginia,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  and  others  who  may  be  con- 
ferees would  try  their  very  best  to  see 
that  the  result  matched  the  cloth,  what- 
ever that  might  be,  and  they  would  try 
not  to  get  the  figure  out  of  line.  There- 
fore I  think  they  would  bring  it  down  to 
a  figure  that  is  within  the  level  provided 
in  the  bills. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  appreciate  that  re- 
sponse. I  hope  what  the  Senator  was 
referring  to  when  he  said  "bring  it  down" 
was  not  the  tax  rate  but  the  benefits,  so 
that  the  benefits  would  match  the  tax 
revenues.  Is  that  what  the  Senator  was 
referring  to? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  The  Senator 
from  Tennessee  |~Mr.  Gore]  pointed  out 
that  a  short  time  ago — in  1954 — the  im- 
balance was  0.38. 

The  Senate  conferees  looked  at  that 
and  the  House  conferees  looked  at  it  and 
decided  to  leave  it  alone,  because  they 
were  sure  that  there  was  an  element  of 
committee  consideration  which  would 
wipe  out  that  imbalance.  It  did.  If  it 
had  not,  I  know  exactly  what  they  would 
have  done  in  a  short  time.  The  chair- 
man of  the  committee  would  have  called 
the  committee  together  and  they  would 
have  handled  the  matter  by  a  new  bill  or 
a  new  version  of  the  bill. 

The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  are  extremely 
responsible  committees.  They  have  very 
fine  chairmen.  They  have  good  staffs. 
They  would  not  permit  a  serious  situa- 
tion to  develop.  They  would  try  to  keep 
the  situation  solvent. 

Mr.  MILLER.  If  I  may  pursue  the 
question  a  little  further,  I  was  wondering 
if  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  and  Sen- 
ators who  supported  the  amendment 
wished  to  have  the  full  benefits  for  which 
the  amendment  provides.  In  my  judg- 
ment, they  are  individually  quite  austere, 
and  I  would  be  surprised  if  Senators 
would  wish  to  have  them  become  even 
more  austere.    I  am  wondering  if  we 
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should  not  provide  the  conferees  with  a 
little  more  flexibility  insofar  as  the  tax 
rates  and  the  earnings  base  are  con- 
cerned, so  that  instead  of  having  the 
pending  amendment  confined  to  a  10.4- 
percent  tax  rate,  perhaps  it  should  be  10.6 
percent  and  the  earnings  base,  instead 
of  being  05,600,  perhaps  should  be  $6,000, 
and  then  the  conferees  would  be  at  lib- 
erty to  work  out  the  matter,  or  they 
would  have  the  necessary  flexibility  to 
go  up  as  well  as  down  to  insure  that  these 
rather  austere  benefits  would  be  covered 
and  at  the  same  time  see  to  it  that  the 
actuarial  soundness  is  preserved. 

That  is  the  basic  thrust  of  all  the  ques- 
tions I  have  been  asking  my  friend  from 
Tennessee.  I  hope  he  understands  that 
the  only  reason  I  am  doing  so  is  that 
Senators  are  conscience-bound  to  make 
sure  that  the  integrity  of  the  social  se- 
curity system  is  preserved  and  that  the 
actuarial  soundness  to  which  the  Sen- 
ator referred  is,  indeed,  actuarial  sound- 
ness. 

Has  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  given 
any  thought  to  providing  the  flexibility 
to  which  I  referred  by  perhaps  increas- 
ing the  tax  rate  and  the  earnings  base 
a  little,  not  with  the  idea  that  it  would 
necessarily  stay  there,  but  with  the  idea 
of  providing  flexibility  to  the  conferees? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  have  given  a  good  deal 
of  thought  to  it.  Indeed,  I  spoke  at  some 
length  upon  it.  I  recall  to  the  Senate 
that  at  the  time  the  Social  Security  Act 
became  law,  94  percent  of  the  employed 
men  earned  no  more  than  $3,000  a  year. 
Today  94  percent  of  the  employed  men, 
I  am  informed,  earn  less  than  $12,500  a 
year.  I  went  on  to  suggest  that  the 
Congress  might  wish  to  consider  increas- 
ing the  tax  base  to  perhaps  $6,600,  but 
the  amendment  is  the  product  of  agree- 
ment upon  the  part  of  many  Senators 
and  upon  the  part  of  responsible  agen- 
cies of  the  Government  in  this  field. 
Therefore,  I  am  not  inclined  to  alter  the 
amendment.  If  'the  Senator  wishes  to 
do  so,  of  course,  it  is  within  his  privilege 
to  offer  an  amendment.  I  would  hope 
that  he  would  accept  the  proposal,  which 
has  been  estimated  to  be  within  the 
bounds  of  actuarial  soundness,  and  that 
we  could  look  forward  to  the  enactment 
of  a  program  which  would  bring  vast 
benefits  to  millions  of  people  living  and 
to  a  myriad  of  millions  in  the  future. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  my  friend  from 
Tennessee  for  devoting  his  time  and  his 
very  careful  responses  to  the  questions 
I  have  asked.  I  share  with  him — and  I 
am  sure  he  is  aware  of  the  fact — the  de- 
sire that  people  who  are  in  need  will  have 
their  need  satisfied. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  should  like  to  interrupt 
for  a  moment.  The  Senator  from  Iowa 
has  one  of  the  most  incisive  minds  in 
the  Senate.  At  times  I  might  be  hard 
pushed  to  respond  with  equal  mental 
alacrity  to  his  interrogation,  but  I  know 
that  his  questions  are  prompted  by  the 
best  of  motives,  and  that  he  states  them 
out  of  a  precise  and  incisive  mind,  which 
I  respect. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  very  gracious  comments. 

One  further  point.  I  should  like  to 
have  the  attention  of  my  friend,  the  Sen- 


ator from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]. 
Between  him  and  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee they  might  be  able  to  clear  up  the 
point.  Under  the  King-Anderson  pro- 
posal an  increase  in  the  earnings  base  of 
$400  was  proposed.  There  was  an  in- 
crease in  the  tax  between  employer  and 
employee  of  0.4  of  1  percent.  Now  we 
come  along  with  a  proposal  which  would 
result  in  an  increase  in  the  tax  of  0.4  of 
1  percent,  so  there  is  no  change  there. 
But  there  would  be  an  increase  in  the 
earnings  base  of  $200.  That  bothers  the 
Senator  from  Iowa.  If  the  increase  in 
the  earnings  base  was  $400,  as  it  had  been 
under  the  original  King-Anderson  pro- 
posal, we  would  be  perfectly  consistent. 
But  we  are  not.  I  must  get  back  to  the 
fact  that  the  Long  approach  increases 
the  earnings  base  from  $4,800  to  $5,400. 
That  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  medi- 
care benefits.  Now  we  come  to  the  pend- 
ing amendment,  in  which  we  are  going  to 
take  care  of  many  benefits,  and  we  in- 
crease the  earnings  base  by  $200. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  First  we  must  look 
at  all  the  factors  involved.  There  is  the 
cost-sharing  provision.  Several  Mem- 
bers of  the  Senate  said  that  hospital  care 
costs  are  going  up;  therefore,  we  must 
raise  the  rates  and  payments  on  what 
people  earn  in  order  to  take  care  of 
these  rates  in  authorizing  hospitaliza- 
tion. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Does  the  Senator  mean 
in  the  90-day  program? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  We  found  out 
that  as  costs  moved  up,  wages  also  rise. 
It  is  the  view  of  the  actuaries  who  pre- 
sented the  figures  to  us  that  we  can  take 
care  of  the  extra  costs  in  three  ways. 
One  is  an  increase  in  the  cost  sharing. 
Another  involved  reduction  in  nursing 
care. 

Mr.  MILLER  And  there  was  no  out- 
patient service. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  We  reduced 
that.  I  have  been  listening  to  actuaries 
for  years  They  are  right  more  often 
than  I  am.  They  are  almost  always 
right,  and  more  often  my  guess  is  wrong. 
If  the  Senator  will  put  his  trust  in  the 
actuaries,  who  deal  with  these  figures  by 
the  hour,  I  think  he  will  get  along  better. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  answered  that  point.  I  think 
it  is  true  $hat  it  is  literally  impossible  to 
nail  down  the  exact  costs  in  dollars  and 
cents,  but  under  the  King-Anderson  pro- 
posal there  was  a  $400  base  earnings  dif- 
ference, but  now  it  is  only  a  $200  base 
earnings  difference,  because  we  have  a 
more  ustere  program. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  What  does  the  Sen- 
ator mean  by  "more  austere"? 

Mr.  MTLLER.  There  is  an  increase 
in  cost  sharing,  a  reduction  in  nursing 
care,  and  no  outpatient  care. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. I  had  on  my  desk — although  I  do 
not  have  it  before  me  now — a  statement 
of  what  each  factor  contributed.  We 
balanced  the  figures  out  and  got  almost 
exactly  the  same  under  the  program  in- 
cluding the  Long  amendment  and  the 


King-Anderson  bill  without  the  Long 
amendment. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Are  those  figures  in  the 
Record? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  sure  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  put  them  in  the 
Record,  because  he  thinks  of  more  fac- 
tors than  I  do. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Perhaps  he  put  them 
in,  but  not  on  basis  of  the  same  approach 
as  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
taken. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  approach  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  is  superior. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  think  it  would  be 
helpful  to  have  those  figures  in  the  Rec- 
ord. I  am  sure  there  are  many  persons, 
including  the  Senator  from  Iowa,  who 
are  concerned  about  the  phrase  "ac- 
tuarial soundness."  It  is  a  nice  phrase, 
but  what  is  important  is  not  only  how 
the  program  is  going  to  work  with  pres- 
ent participants,  but  how  it  is  going  to 
work  with  the  young  men  and  women 
who  are  starting  work  today,  and  with 
the  college  children  who  will  be  coming 
along  tomorrow  and  those  who  will  fol- 
low after  that. 

It  shocked  the  Senator  from  Iowa  to 
hear  that  under  the  present  "actuarial 
soundness"  of  the  social  security  pro- 
gram, without  any  added  benefits  of  any 
kind,  between  the  employer  and  em- 
ployee, $168  in  tax  moneys  will  be  paid 
for  every  $100  in  benefits  the  young  men 
or  women  can  hope  to  receive.  That  is 
why  the  Senator  from  Iowa  does  not 
want  to  take  action  in  the  Senate — at 
least  while  he  is  a  Member  of  it — which 
would  add  to  that  burden.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  understands 
that. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  as  I  have 
pointed  out  to  the  Senator,  the  minuses 
and  pluses,  with  balances  and  im- 
balances, have  varied  from  year  to  year, 
changing  from  minus  0.13  in  1956  to 
minus  0.42  in  1958.  There  is  a  change 
in  calendar  year  1960,  from  a  minus  0.05 
in  1960  to  a  minus  0.30  in  1961. 

If  the  conference  committee  should 
agree,  and  if  the  proposal  which  I  and 
other  Senators  have  advanced  should 
become  law,  the  actuarial  estimate  is 
that  it  would  be  minus  0.30,  which  is  no 
greater  imbalance  than  has  been  the 
case  for  about  one-half  the  time  of  the 
existence  of  the  social  security  program. 

Mr.  MILLER.  That  would  be  for  this 
year. 

Mr.  GORE.  That  would  be  for  next 
year. 

Certain  tolerances  must  be  accepted. 
Not  even  an  actuarial  expert  can  be  plu- 
perfect. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE  I  yield. 
"  Mr.  ANDERSON.  May  I  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  that  had  he  been  in 
the  Finance  Committee  and  heard  the 
discussion,  round  after  round,  and  had 
he  written  down  what  was  said,  and  had 
he  confronted  the  actuaries  year  after 
year,  he  would  tend  to  have  respect  for 
them.  When  it  comes  to  the  size  of  the 
national  debt,  that  has  not  been  the  ex- 
perience of  the  Finance  Committee.  The 
Treasury  Department  generally  has  un- 
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derestimated  the  size  of  the  national 
debt. 

To  answer  the  Senator's  question  spe- 
cifically, the  increase  in  the  earnings  base 
adds  0.06  to  the  balance.  The  increased 
contribution  rate  takes  care  of  0.81. 
Using  the  fiscal  1964  earnings  assump- 
tion, it  adds  0.04.  Those  three  added  to- 
gether come  to  0.91. 

That  is  the  income  side  of  the  picture. 

On  the  outgo  basis,  taking  the  $7  in- 
crease instead  of  the  5  percent,  it  would 
cost  0.23.  Hospitalization  benefits  would 
cost  0.76.  Therefore,  the  balance  of 
change  is  plus  0.08. 

There  was  a  0.22  figure  a  while  back, 
0.08  is  added,  and  we  get  a  0.30  figure, 
which  is  what  we  are  talking  about.  That 
is  the  best  guess  we  can  make. 

I  never  quite  understood  why  Robert 
Myers  has  been  kept  as  long  as  he  has 
on  the  Social  Security  Board,  because  I 
am  surprised  that  some  insurance  com- 
pany did  not  take  him  into  its  employ- 
ment a  long  time  ago.  His  figures  are 
very  accurate.  His  calculations  are  very 
satisfactory.  While  I  cannot  guarantee 
that  everything  he  puts  out  is  correct,  I 
can  guarantee  that  I  have  followed  his 
figures  a  long  time  and  I  like  the  results, 
and  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson]  also  has  followed  him,  and 
I  believe  he  feels  he  has  done  a  good  job 
of  estimating  during  the  years. 

Mr.  MILLER.    I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  now  ask  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
if  he  has  any  projection  of  the  figures. 
He  said  the  0.30  would  relate  to  the  first 
year.  Does  the  Senator  have  any  projec- 
tions looking  to  the  next  few  years? 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  had  a  question  pend- 
ing. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  shall  yield  again,  and 
then  I  shall  yield  to  my  colleague  on  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  the  Senator  from 
Kansas. 

Mr.  MILLER.  The  last  question  I  put 
to  my  friend  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
was  whether  or  not  he  is  able  to  give  any 
projections  as  to  how  the  actuarial  plans 
will  look,  not  only  with  respect  to  a  year 
after  the  bill  goes  into  effect,  but  with 
respect  to  the  next  year  and  the  year 
after  that,  for  perhaps  a  10-year  period. 

I  hope  the  projections  can  be  fur- 
nished, because  I  believe  it  to  be  quite 
important  that  we  have  some  idea  not 
only  of  how  this  program  will  look  in  the 
first  year,  but  how  it  will  look  over  the 
next  several  years,  particularly  with  the 
increased  number  of  beneficiaries  com- 
ing into  the  system. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  actu- 
arial estimate  which  I  have  given  to  the 
Senator,  and  to  which  I  have  referred  is, 
in  fact,  a  long-term  estimate,  but  most 
conservatively  based.  It  is  based  upon 
the  1963  level  of  wages.  If  wages  increase 
obviously  there  will  be  a  great  deal  more 
revenue  from  such  taxes. 

When  I  say  the  estimate  is  conserva- 
tively based,  I  say  so  with  good  reason, 
because  the  level  of  wages  in  1964  is  al- 
ready greater  than  the  level  of  1963. 
If  the  course  of  economics  of  this  coun- 
try follows  its  usual  pattern,  there  will 
be  a  further  wage  increase.  Indeed, 
Congress  may  see  fit  to  increase  the  mini- 


mum wage.  That  would  have  a  great 
bearing.  That  is  the  best  answer  I  can 
give. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  for  his  patience  and  for 
his  responsive  comments. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  incisive  inquiries. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  to  my  distin- 
guished colleague  on  the  committee. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  time  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  has  spent  on  this 
entire  program  and  this  entire  study. 

First  I  wish  to  concur  in  the  remarks 
made  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  in  regard 
to  the  actuarial  services  and  ability  of 
Dr.  Myers.  I  am  fully  in  accord.  The 
figure  of  $5,800  has  been  mentioned  as 
a  base,  instead  of  the  present  $5,600. 
I  am  not  familiar  with  the  changes  which 
have  been  made  in  the  original  King- 
Anderson  bill,  which  is  now  pending  be- 
fore the  Senate. 

However,  on  June  1,  1964,  Dr.  Richard 
J.  Myers,  our  actuary,  submitted  to  the 
House  committee  a  table  entitled  "Re- 
quired Earnings  Base  for  King- Anderson 
Bill  Assuming  Wages  and  Hospital  Costs 
Increase  3  Percent  a  Year."  The  table 
is  found  at  page  175  of  the  Senate  hear- 
ings. This  is  a  rather  interesting  table, 
in  view  of  the  discussion  which  has  taken 
place  this  afternoon. 

I  realize  that  some  changes  have  been 
made  in  the  proposal  now  before  the 
Senate,  and  that  the  figure  might  be  be- 
tween $5,600  and  $5,800. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  has  requested 
some  information  in  regard  to  projec- 
tions. I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
table  to  which  I  have  referred  may  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

Required  earnings  base  for  King-Anderson 
bill  assuming  wages  and  hospital  costs  in- 
crease 3  percent  a  year 1 


1965  $5,800 

1970   6,  700 

1975   7,  800 

1980   9,  000 

1985   10,000 


1  Under  the  provisions  of  the  King-Ander- 
son bill,  the  wage  base  is  increased  from  the 
present  $4,800  a  year  to  $5,200  a  year. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  do  not  question  in 
any  way  the  figure  which  the  Senator  is 
using  in  the  pending  bill,  but  this  table 
ought  to  be  made  a  part  of  the  Record 
because  it  was  submitted  to  the  House 
Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  appreciate  the  action 
of  the  Senator.  I  wish  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Kansas.  He  has  frankly  said  many  times 
in  executive  sessions  of  the  committee 
that  there  were  areas  in  which  Congress 
ought  to  act  to  make  available  greater 
security  in  old  age.  Indeed,  he  said  it  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  yesterday.  He 
is  not  entirely  satisfied  with  the  amend- 
ment which  has  been  adopted,  but  I  wish 
to  say  publicly  that  I  am  grateful  to  him 
for  the  sympathetic  consideration  which 
he  has  always  given  and  the  compassion 


he  has  always  shown  for  the  people  of 
this  country  who  approach  the  evening 
of  their  lives. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  again 
I  wish  to  state  that  I  appreciate  the 
time  spent  on  this  subject  by  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits],  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  RibicoffL  All 
of  them  have  worked  unceasingly  on 
this  problem. 

I  said  yesterday,  and  I  say  today,  that 
there  are  features  in  all  these  bills  which, 
if  we  could  tie  them  together,  might 
make  it  possible  to  arrive  at  something 
that  would  be  in  the  best  interest  of  our 
people  who  are  aged  and  need  this  medi- 
cal attention. 

If  I  may  be  bold  enough  to  make  the 
suggestion  now,  I  suggest  that  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Tennessee  re- 
quest the  leadership  to  recess  or  ad- 
journ the  Senate  until  tomorrow  in  order 
to  get  a  bill  together  which  could  be  bet- 
ter presented  to  the  Senate,  instead  of 
writing  it  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
That  is  my  personal  feeling. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  on  that  point? 

Mr.  GORE.  Let  me  first  reply  to  the 
Senator  from  Kansas.  If  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Kansas  will  ex- 
amine the  Congressional  Record  of 
August  31,  he  will  find  there  the  text  of 
amendment  No.  1253,  together  with  an 
explanation,  which  is  essentially  the 
King-Anderson  bill  offered  as  an  amend- 
ment to  the  bill  reported  by  the  com- 
mittee. I  am  asking  the  page  to  take 
to  the  Senator  a  copy  of  amendment  No. 
1253. 

After  the  offering  of  the  Long  amend- 
ment it  became  necessary  to  prepare  our 
amendment  in  a  slightly  different  form, 
to  offer  it  as  an  amendment,  not  to  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee-reported  bill, 
but  to  the  Long  amendment  to  the  Sen- 
ate Finance  Committee-reported  bill. 

That  is  a  part  of  the  basis  for  the  diffi- 
culty we  are  now  having. 

I  now  yield  to  the  able  junior  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee.  I  should  like  to  make  it 
clear  that  I  find  myself  in  general  agree- 
ment with  what  the  Senator  from  Kan- 
sas [Mr.  Carlson]  has  said;  that  is,  that 
all  these  bills  have  some  good  features. 
I  am  about  to  offer  as  an  amendment  a 
bill  which  I  have  previously  introduced, 
which  I  think  has  good  features,  and  in 
which  I  solicit  the  interest  of  my  col- 
leagues. 

I  favor  the  increase  in  social  security 
benefits.  Had  there  been  an  opportunity 
for  a  separate  vote,  I  would  have  so 
voted.  I  expect  to  support  the  bill  as 
amended. 

I  hope  the  Senate  will  not  take  a  re- 
cess now,  because  the  Chair  has  agreed 
to  recognize  me  following  the  action  on 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee;  and  then  I  believe  there  is  an 
agreement  to  recognize  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  California  I  Mr. 
Salinger],  who  has  an  amendment.  So 
I  am  sure  we  would  like  to  complete  ac- 
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tion  on  our  amendments  before  anything 
else  happens. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  for  his  careful  considera- 
tion of  the  amendment  and  his  indica- 
tion that  he  expects  to  vote  for  the  bill 
as  amended. 

With  respect  to  the  procedural  matter 
about  a  recess  or  an  adjournment,  that  is 
a  question  for  the  leadership  of  the  Sen- 
ate— the  majority  leader  and  the  mi- 
nority leader.  I  am  not  empowered — at 
least,  I  think  it  would  be  inadvisable  for 
me — to  take  such  action,  particularly 
since  other  Senators  desire  recognition. 

I  should  like  to  proceed  to  have  action 
taken  on  my  amendment;  then,  if  the 
junior  Senator  from  Louisiana  would 
prefer,  to  have  the  Record  show  that  the 
amendment  which  was  submitted  on 
August  31,  No.  1253,  has  been  adopted, 
I  would  only  ask  that  the  amendment 
submitted  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  be  made  a  part 
of  it.  I  wish  to  accommodate  Senators; 
but  I  should  like  to  complete  the  con- 
sideration of  the  pending  amendment. 
Then  I  shall  take  my  seat  and  listen  to 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  urge  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  to  insist  upon  that  pro- 
cedure. The  complexity  is  not  in  sub- 
stance but  rather  in  the  form  in  which 
the  amendment  has  been  offered  in  two 
parts.  In  my  opinion,  the  best  way  to 
accomplish  the  procedure  would  be  to 
adopt  the  second  phase  of  the  Gore 
amendment,  which  has  been  thoroughly 
studied  in  consultation  with  the  Social 
Security  Administration,  with  the  staff 
members  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  In- 
ternal Revenue,  with  the  Senator's  own 
staff,  and  with  the  staff  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  in  con- 
sultation with  the  staff  of  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance.  For  the  sake  of  clarity, 
the  best  procedure  would  be  to  adopt  the 
whole  of  the  Senator's  amendment. 

Then  if  it  is  desired  to  have  the  Senate 
go  over  until  tomorrow,  to  permit  Sen- 
ators to  study  the  Record,  the  best  pur- 
pose will  have  been  served.  Senators 
can  then  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
amendment  had  been  carefully  prepared. 

The  procedure  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee is  recommending  is  the  most  or- 
derly and  the  most  understandable  one. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota,  who  is  a  col- 
league of  mine  on  the  Committee  on 
Finance.  He  joined  me  and  other  Sen- 
ators in  offering  amendment  No.  1253. 
Indeed,  he  was  the  first  to  suggest  that 
he  would  like  to  cosponsor  it.  He  co- 
sponsored  it  in  committee  and  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate. 

In  submitting  the  Javits  amendment 
as  a  part  of  the  pending  amendment,  a 
glaring  omission  occurred.  I  shall  read 
the  language: 

(d)  The  management  of  the  reserve  fund 
and  the  administration  of  the  activities  of 
the  association  shall  be  vested  in  an  executive 
committee  which  shall  consist  of  three  in- 
dividuals elected  by  the  Advisory  Council 
authorized  to  be  established  by  section  235. 


I  modify  my  amendment  by  including 
that  language  as  a  part  of  the  amend- 
ment which  the  Senator  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Javits!  and  I  have  cosponsored. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Sa- 
linger in  the  chair) .  The  amendment 
will  be  so  modified. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]  as  modified. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
asked  that  a  quorum  be  called  before  the 
vote  is  taken  on  the  amendment.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

HEALTH  CARE  FOR  THE  ELDERLY 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  health 
care  legislation  which  will  truly  meet  the 
needs  of  our  senior  citizens  is  long  over- 
due. 

Today  almost  18  million  Americans  are 
over  65  years  of  age.  In  my  State  of 
California,  there  are  almost  1.5  million 
senior  citizens.  With  the  great  increase 
which  has  taken  place  in  consumer  prices 
and  in  the  cost  of  hospitalization,  unless 
we  act  positively  and  vigorously,  they 
face  an  uncertain  future  during  their  re- 
tirement years.  Since  1950  and  the 
Korean  war,  the  Consumer  Price  Index 
maintained  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Sta- 
tistics has  generally  grown  by  29.1  per- 
cent through  June  1964.  Medical  care 
items,  however,  generally  rose  by  much 
more:  by  62.8  percent.  Yet,  the  cost  of 
hosiptal  daily  room  rates  skyrocketed  be- 
yond all  bounds:  by  154.5  percent. 

This  cost  is  not  due  to  a  desire  by  the 
hospitals  of  the  land  to  cash  in  on  misery 
and  suffering.  The  hospitals  have  their 
own  grave  financial  problems:  problems 
of  financing  increasingly  expensive  spe- 
cialized equipment  and  funding  a  rising 
cost  of  construction  in  developig  modern- 
ized facilities  and  also  maintaining  the 
staff  to  service  them. 

But  beyond  the  rising  cost  of  hospital- 
ization, the  senior  citizen  is  confronted 
with  another  economic  fact;  namely,  that 
his  income  is  drastically  reduced  during 
his  retirement  years.  Thus  his  capacity 
to  meet  these  expenses  is  greatly  reduced. 
The  per  capita  costs  of  personal  health 
services  for  those  over  65  run  about  2V2 
times  as  high  as  for  the  remainder  of  our 
population.  In  1961,  these  costs  were 
estimated  to  be  $226  per  aged  person  as 
compared  to  $103  for  other  persons. 
They  are  even  higher  now.  Yet,  almost 
one-half  of  our  senior  citizens  who  live 
alone  have  an  annual  income  of  $1,000  or 
less.  Three-fourths  have  an  income  of 
less  than  $2,000  per  year.  This  limited 
income  will  not  go  far  in  meeting  today's 
catastrophic  health-care  costs. 

What  we  seek  in  the  present  amend- 
ment is  to  enable  a  citizen  to  put  away 
sufficient  funds  during  his  working  years 
for  possible  use  during  his  retirement 


years  to  pay  these  costs  of  hospitaliza- 
tion. The  social  insurance  principle 
which  is  embodied  in  the  social  security 
system  is  the  proper  way,  in  my  judg- 
ment, to  do  this.  This  is  the  fiscally  con- 
servative and  sound  way  to  finance  this 
program.  No  one  can  charge  that  the 
rich  are  soaked  to  give  to  the  poor  or 
that  the  poor  are  objects  of  welfarism  or 
public  charity.  In  reality,  we  are  at- 
tempting to  provide  for  the  middle-in- 
come citizens  who  are  caught  in  the  cost- 
price  squeeze  which  has  diminished  the 
value  of  their  savings.  An  individual  re- 
ceives social  security  benefits  not  because 
of  the  largess  of  a  beneficent  State,  but 
because  it  is  his  money  which  has  been 
in  a  trust  fund  and  he  is  entitled  to  the 
benefits  based  on  the  actuarial  soundness 
of  the  fund. 

The  so-called  King-Anderson  ap- 
proach, changed  and  modified,  which 
has  now  been  introduced  by  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  is  in  large 
part  the  result  of  discussions  held  during 
the  summer  of  1962  between  Senator 
Anderson  and  Senator  Javits,  myself, 
and  several  other  Republicans  as  we 
sought  to  fashion  a  workable  program. 

At  that  time,  we  proposed  blanketing 
in  all  who  were  then  over  65  and  not 
merely  those  who  had  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  secure  the  necessary  social  se- 
curity credits.  The  difference  would  be 
made  up  from  the  general  revenue. 
After  a  transition  period,  all  senior  citi- 
zens would  have  to  have  some  social 
security  credits,  but  at  least  those  whose 
occupations  had  n6t  been  covered  by 
law  during  their  working  years  would 
not  be  discriminated  against. 

We  also  provided  for  a  separate  trust 
fund  for  the  hospitalization  program  so 
that  there  would  be  no  danger  of  affect- 
ing the  actuarial  soundness  of  the  regu- 
lar social  security  retirement  program. 

We  authorized  the  Secretary  to  enter 
into  agreements  with  private  organiza- 
tions designated  by  a  group  of  providers 
to  perform  administrative  functions  in 
connection  with  the  program. 

We  provided  for  the  use  of  State  agen- 
cies to  determine  eligibility  and  provide 
consultative  services  under  the  program. 

We  permitted  the  States  to  supple- 
ment the  program  if  they  desired. 

We  provided  that  any  hospitals  ac- 
credited by  the  Joint  Commission  on 
Accreditation  of  Hospitals — composed  of 
representatives  of  the  American  Hospital 
Association  and  the  American  Medical 
Association — would  automatically  be 
eligible  to  participate  provided  they  had 
an  adequate  utilization  review  plan. 

Our  seventh  basic  proposal  concerned 
the  provision  of  an  appropriate  role  for 
private  health  insurance  plans.  During 
the  intervening  period,  we  have  refined 
our  views  on  this  as  a  result  of  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  National  Commit- 
tee on  Health  Care  of  the  Aged  chaired 
by  Dr.  Arthur  S.  Flemming,  former  Sec- 
retary of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare under  President  Eisenhower  and 
now  president  of  the  University  of 
Oregon. 

The  Flemming  Committee  endorses 
the  principles  and  approach  which  un- 
derlie the  amendment  now  before  the 
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Senate.  But  they  recognized,  as  we  do, 
that  the  hospitalization  program  under 
social  security  will  only  cover  approxi- 
mately one-third  of  the  senior  citizens' 
health  care  costs;  two-thirds  of  the  job 
still  remains  to  be  done.  Thus  they  ad- 
vocated a  complementary  private  pro- 
gram which  would  cover  those  services 
which  the  public  portion  of  the  program 
does  not  provide. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  consent  that  a 
description  of  the  policy  which  might 
be  issued  under  that  program  which  I 
made  earlier  this  year  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  descrip- 
tion was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

This  policy  would  be  designed  to  cover 
those  services  which  the  public  portion  of 
the  program  does  not  provide.  The  public 
portion  of  the  program  would  only  cover  ap- 
proximately one-third  of  the  health  care  costs 
which  are  borne  by  an  aged  person.  These 
are  the  highly  expensive  costs  of  institu- 
tional care.  But  the  challenging  task  has 
long  been  to  devise  a  complementary  pro- 
gram which  would  go  far  toward  meeting 
the  two-thirds  of  the  health  care  costs 
which  remain.  This  is  what  we  have  tried 
to  do  in  authorizing  this  national  associa- 
tion. It  is  based,  in  part,  on  the  experience 
of  the  "over  65  plans"  which  now  exist  in 
States  such  as  New  York  and  Connecticut 
and  are  beginning  in  California.  The  na- 
tional association  would  be  exempt  from  the 
antitrust  laws  and  also  from  Federal  and 
State  taxation.  In  this  way,  the  premium 
could  be  reduced  much  more  than  at  pres- 
ent where  such  health  insurance  policies  are 
subject  to  taxation.  The  standard  policy 
which  this  association  would  develop,  sub- 
ject to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  must  in- 
clude at  least  the  following  health  insurance 
benefits: 

First,  payment  of  part  or  all  of  a  physi- 
cian's services  whether  performed  in  his 
office  or  elsewhere; 

Second,  payment,  in  accordance  with  a 
schedule,  for  or  toward  the  costs  of  surgery 
performed  in  or  out  of  a  hospital; 

Third,  payment  of  not  less  than  the  first 
$15  charged  for  consultation  with  a  spe- 
cialist; and 

Fourth,  payment,  in  accordance  with  a 
schedule,  for  or  toward  charges  for  diag- 
nostic care,  laboratory,  and  X-ray  services. 

Such  services  available  under  the  private 
standard  policy  devised  by  the  national  as- 
sociation could  include  payment  for  services 
provided  by  physicians,  surgeons,  or  dentists 
as  well  as  any  other  medical  care  practi- 
tioner recognized  under  State  law,  such  as 
members  of  the  optometric  profession.  Such 
services  could  include  prescribed  drugs,  eye- 
glasses, dentures,  and  other  devices,  as  well 
as  private  duty  nursing  services,  home  health 
care  services,  inpatient  hospital  services,  and 
skilled  nursing  home  services  to  the  extent 
that  they  are  not  already  provided  under 
the  public  portion  of  the  program. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
delighted  that  the  Senator  from  Tennes- 
see I  Mr.  Gore!  has  now  accepted  this 
proposal  for  a  complementary  private 
program.  I  regret  that  the  provision  for 
exemption  from  Federal  and  State  taxa- 
tion has  not  been  agreed  to.  I  believe 
this  would  aid  greatly  in  reducing  the 
cost  of  the  private  policy  designed  to 
cover  two-thirds  of  the  health  care  costs 
which  confront  our  senior  citizens.  I 
can  understand,  however,  the  legitimate 
fear  that  this  might  change  the  historic 


position  that  the  insurance  Industry  is 
regulated  at  the  State  level. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  we  should 
make  a  start  on  this  tremendous  prob- 
lem. Nothing  is  so  important  to  a  na- 
tion as  the  health  of  its  people  unless  it 
be  the  education  of  its  people.  The 
evidence  is  clear  that  despite  valiant 
efforts,  private  health  care  plans  simply 
cannot  do  the  job  of  meeting  the  hos- 
pitalization costs  of  senior  citizens. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  consent  that  an 
article  from  the  Wall  Street  Journal  of 
April  6,  1964,  entitled  "Insuring  the 
Elderly,"  be  included  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  Wall  Street  Journal,  Apr.  6,  19C4] 
Insuring  the  Elderly:  Private  Health  Pol- 
icies Face  Steep  Cost  Rise,  Scrutiny  op 
Congress — Some  Rates  Go  Up — Industry 
Pares  Estimate  op  People  in  New  Guaran- 
teed Plans — Medicare  Fight  Begins  Again 

(By  Roger  A.  Simpson) 
Health  insurers  are  suffering  some  embar- 
rassing financial  and  statistical  pains  with 
new  medical  care  plans  for  the  aged. 

The  industry,  until  recently,  had  pointed 
proudly  to  the  fiscal  soundness  and  wide- 
spread acceptance  of  a  "guaranteed"  type  of 
health  insurance  issued  to  anyone  age  65  or 
older  who  applied.  But  now  they  say  such 
insurance  is  becoming  increasingly  unprofit- 
able, and  some  companies  have  boosted  rates 
sharply.  At  the  same  time,  the  insurance 
industry  is  paring  previously  publicized  totals 
of  those  covered  by  the  plans. 

All  this  is  causing  discomfort  among  in- 
surers at  a  time  when  they're  trying  to  ex- 
pand coverage  of  the  aged.  The  companies 
are  anxious  to  prove  they  can  adequately  pro- 
tect those  age  65  and  over,  and  thus  head  off 
President  Johnson's  drive  to  enact  medicare, 
a  plan  for  financial  hospital  bills  of  the  aged 
through  social  security.  The  House  Ways  and 
Means  Committee  this  week  will  take  up  the 
medicare  bill  and  alternative  proposals.  Even 
if  the  administration's  bill  is  stalled  or  de- 
feated in  Congress  this  year,  it  seems  cer- 
tain to  be  an  election  issue  that  will  further 
throw  a  spotlight  on  the  insurance  industry. 

Meanwhile,  insurers  worry  over  the  impact 
of  Senate  hearings,  slated  late  this  month, 
that  will  probe  how  well  commercial  insurers 
are  meeting  the  needs  of  the  elderly.  A  sub- 
committee headed  by  Senator  McNamara, 
Democrat,  of  Michigan,  will  look  into  charges 
that  the  industry  is  overstating  by  1  million 
its  claim  to  cover  more  than  10  million  of 
those  over  65,  or  roughly  60  percent  of  the 
aged  population. 

growth  op  coverage 

For  years,  insurers  have  been  quite  selec- 
tive about  issuing  health  policies  to  elderly 
persons,  mainly  because  frequent  ailments 
of  those  over  65  make  them  a  risky  group. 
In  the  past  decade,  though,  the  industry 
asserts  it  has  expanded  coverage  of  the  aged 
from  30  percent  to  the  present  60  percent. 
Such  figures,  of  course,  include  people  with 
any  kind  of  insurance,  even  minimum 
policies. 

In  the  past  5  years  or  so,  "guaranteed" 
insurance  has  become  available  to  the  elderly. 
Such  insurance  is  issued  to  anyone  who  ap- 
plies, without  physical  examination  or  other 
qualifications.  Three  large  insurers.  Con- 
tinental Casualty  Co.  in  Chicago,  Mutual  of 
Omaha  Insurance  Co.  and  Fireman's  Fund 
Insurance  Co.  of  San  Francisco,  have  led  the 
way  with  such  guaranteed  insurance.  Blue 
Cross  and  Blue  Shield  plans  began  using 
mass  enrollments  to  offer  such  insurance  in 
1962.   And  since  1961,  a  large  number  of  in- 


surance firms  have  been  banding  together  in 
State  "pools"  to  sell  the  guaranteed  plans. 
The  pools  are  operating  in  Connecticut,  New 
York,  Massachusetts,  Texas,  and  California 
and  are  forming  in  several  other  States. 

Sellers  of  the  guaranteed  insurance  for 
those  65  or  older  rely  on  heavily  advertised 
mass  enrollments  during  brief  annual  periods 
to  make  sure  they  get  a  good  cross  section  of 
risks  signed  up.  While  companies  like  Con- 
tinental and  Mutual  of  Omaha  aim  to  make 
a  profit  from  the  insurance,  the  State  pools 
generally  hope  merely  to  break  even.  Their 
purpose  is  avowedly  political — to  undercut 
the  arguments  of  those  who  say  only  the 
Government  can  meet  the  health  insurance 
needs  of  the  elderly.  The  State  pool  plans 
try  to  cut  administrative  costs  to  the  bone 
and  rely  on  indirect  subsidies,  such  as  do- 
nated executive  time,  to  keep  premiums 
down. 

juggling  figures 

The  guaranteed  plans  for  the  elderly  are 
involved  in  some  recent  figure  juggling.  A 
year  ago,  top  industry  officials  claimed  that 
such  policies  covered  more  than  2  million 
persons,  or  about  20  percent  of  all  health 
insurance  for  those  65  and  over.  But  now, 
officials  say,  the  figure  is  only  about  1,525,000, 
up  around  200,000  from  a  year  ago.  One  big 
insurer  explains  that  Senator  McNamara's 
attack  on  industry  statistics  caused  the  com- 
pany to  recheck  its  figures  and  it  "may  in- 
deed have  made  an  error."  An  official  ex- 
plains that  previous  estimates  of  those  cov- 
ered greatly  underestimated  the  number  who 
own  more  than  one  policy. 

Estimates  of  profitability  also  turned  out 
to  be  a  bit  rosy.  In  mid-1963,  Continental 
Casualty  said  it  was  making  a  small  profit 
on  its  guaranteed  mass-enrollment  policies. 
But  Lee  Farmer,  vice  president,  says  audits 
early  this  year  showed  the  company  lost 
money,  on  the  insurance  last  year.  As  a  re- 
sult, it  boosted  the  combined  monthly  pre- 
mium on  its  package  of  three  policies  to 
$25.50  from  $21. 

Other  companies  are  making  similar  in- 
creases. Fireman's  fund  last  August  lifted 
the  monthly  cost  of  its  "plus  $10,000"  plan, 
which  covers  major  hospital  expenses,  to 
$15.75  from  $11.  Connecticut  65,  the  first 
State  pool  plan,  last  year  raised  rates  9  per- 
cent. Mutual  of  Omaha,  which  with  Con- 
tinental Casualty  issues  about  80  percent  of 
all  such  guaranteed  insurance,  plans  no  rate 
increases,  according  to  a  spokesman.  But 
he  adds  the  company  is  taking  a  hard  look 
at  its  operating  figures  in  light  of  other  com- 
panies' rate  boosts. 

The  rate  increases  reflect  generally  rising 
medical  and  hospital  costs,  as  well  as  the 
high  claim  rate  by  the  elderly.  The  daily 
cost  of  hospital  stays  has  climbed  more  than 
7  percent  a  year  in  the  past  decade.  Last 
year  it  averaged  $39.33,  about  double  the 
level  in  1953,  says  the  American  Hospital 
Association.  And  people  over  65  use  three 
times  as  much  hospital  care  as  do  younger 
people,  Government  officials  assert. 

Policies  covering  these  costs  vary  widely, 
and  there  is  no  good  way  to  compare  them. 
But  a  person  generally  can  buy  two  types  of 
coverage — a  basic  hospital  and  doctor  bill 
policy  paying  some  portion  of  room  and 
board  for  a  fairly  brief  period,  and  a  policy, 
usually  called  major  medical,  that  pays  the 
high  costs  of  long  illnesses. 

Typical  are  the  policies  that  Western  65,  a 
State  pool,  has  begun  selling  in  its  initial 
mass  enrollment  in  California.  A  basic  pol- 
icy that  pays  up  to  $20  a  day  for  31  days  and 
up  to  $200  for  extra  hospital  charges  costs 
$11  a  month.  A  major  medical  policy  paying 
up  to  $5,000  a  year,  after  a  $500  deductible 
share  is  paid  by  the  policyholder,  and  up  to 
$10,000  during  a  lifetime,  costs  $14  a  month. 
A  third  plan  that  combines  hospital  ex- 
pense and  major  medical  coverage  costs  $23 
monthly. 
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The  major  medical  policy  has  been  a  large 
factor  in  rising  rates  because  policyholder 
claims  have  exceeded  company  calculations. 
Also,  people  sometimes  buy  two  or  more  pol- 
icies from  different  companies  and  make 
duplicate  claims  for  the  same  expenses. 

Fireman's  fund  had  to  raise  premiums  on 
its  major  medical,  or  "plus  $10,000"  policy, 
because  "our  incurred  losses  on  that  policy 
alone  was  160  percent  of  premium  income," 
says  Kenneth  T.  King,  vice  president.  About 
70  percent  of  the  50,000  elderly  persons  in- 
sured by  firemen's  fund  through  mass  en- 
rollments have  the  policy.  The  company's 
loss  margin  was  substantially  less  on  its  total 
mass  enrollment  policies. 

Connecticut  65,  while  increasing  its  rates 
last  year,  also  curtailed  one  benefit  under  its 
major  medical  policy.  Previously,  the  plan 
paid  $18  a  day  indefinitely  for  registered 
nursing  care  in  the  home.  It  now  limits 
this  benefit  for  its  26,500  policyholders  to  an 
annual  amount  ranging  up  to  $1,000. 

CONGRESSIONAL  ACTIVITY 

For  a  small  number  of  the  aged,  major 
medical  policies  are  "an  investment  rather 
than  insurance,"  says  some  officials.  State 
laws  or  the  high  cost  of  enforcement  have 
allowed  people  to  buy  several  policies  and 
make  claims  under  all  of  them.  Such  dup- 
licated claims  usually  are  made  under  major 
medical  policies.  An  elderly  fireman's  fund 
policyholder  spent  40  days  in  a  California 
hospital,  using  a  private  room  and  other 
extras  that  ran  his  bill  up  to  $70  a  day.  He 
put  in  claims  under  three  separate  policies, 
paid  his  bill  and  wound  up  with  a  $4,000 
profit.  Fireman's  fund  says  there  are  no 
provisions  in  its  policy  that  would  allow  it 
to  prosecute  its  policyholder  to  recover  its 
money. 

Such  cost  problems,  and  the  higher  prem- 
iums that  result,  can  only  complicate  the 
insurance  industry's  political  problem.  The 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  begins 
this  week  closed-door  consideration  of  the 
King-Anderson  bill,  which  embodies  the 
President's  medicare  plan.  The  committee 
has  refused  to  okay  a  bill  for  the  past  3 
years.  If  it  now  does  clear  the  bill  for  House 
action,  it  is  likely  to  make  substantial 
changes,  probably  curtailing  some  of  the 
benefits  and  altering  the  financing  details. 

The  committee  also  has  before  it  a  num- 
ber of  other  health  care  proposals,  including 
a  plan  to  liberalize  the  Kerr-Mills  Act.  This 
act  provides  matching  Federal  funds  for 
State  welfare  medical  programs,  designed  to 
assist  people  age  65  and  older  who  need 
special  help  in  meeting  the  costs  of  medi- 
cal care. 

While  the  House  committee  ponders  medi- 
care, Senator  McNamara's  committee  hear- 
ings are  expected  to  scrutinize  the  State 
pools,  the  validity  of  industry  statistics,  and 
various  proposals  to  aid  the  commercial  in- 
surers in  providing  coverage,  possibly  as  a 
supplement  to  a  social  security  hospital 
care  program.  The  committee's  liberal 
majority  is  expected  to  be  looking  for  am- 
munition for  administration  forces  in  the 
King-Anderson  bill  debate. 

MEDICARE  PROS  AND  CONS 

The  King-Anderson  bill  would  provide  a 
choice  of  hospital  benefits,  ranging  from  45 
days  at  full  cost  to  180  days  with  a  small 
amount  paid  by  the  patient.  It  also  would 
pay  benefits  for  nursing  home  care,  home 
health  care  and  outpatient-  diagnostic  serv- 
ice. It  would  be  financed  by  an  increase  in 
the  social  security  tax  rate  of  one-fourth 
of  1  percent  for  both  workers  and  employers 
and  an  increase  in  the  annual  earnings  sub- 
ject to  tax  to  $5,200  from  the  present  $4,800. 

Proponents  of  medicare  claim  that  a  large 
number  of  the  elderly  can't  afford  to  pay 
about  $200  a  year,  on  the  average,  for  private 
insurance  coverage.  They  contend  that  the 
high  cost  of  old-age  illnesess  should  be  paid 
off  over  a  productive  lifetime  rather  than 
in  a  few  large  payments  during  old  age. 


And  they  say  millions  of  the  elderly  have 
little  or  no  private  health  insurance  at  all 
now. 

Insurance  companies  and  other  opponents 
of  medicare  point  out  that  the  administra- 
tion plan  would  cover  those  who  can  afford 
to  pay  their  own  bills,  as  well  as  those  who 
can't.  And  they  note  it  wouldn't  cover  most 
doctor  bills,  as  do  some  health  insurance 
policies.  They  assert  that  most  of  the 
elderly  now  have  insurance  or  the  means  to 
pay  their  own  costs  of  illness  and  that  the 
proportion  of  the  aged  who  are  insured  is 
growing  fast. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  Ameri- 
can doctors  do  a  magnificent  job  of 
donating  their  services  in  many  parts  of 
our  land  to  help  needy  citizens.  I  have 
yet  to  meet,  however,  a  doctor  or  any- 
one else  who  is  willing  to  pay  a  senior 
citizen's  hospital  bill.  Nor  should  they. 
The  senior  citizen  does  not  want  charity. 
He  wants  to  be  able  to  meet  his  own 
bills.  He  will  be  able  to  if  we  agree  that 
he  can  provide  during  his  working  years, 
through  the  social  security  system,  for 
the  institutional  care  he  might  need  in 
his  retirement  years.  With  that  burden 
relieved,  I  am  hopeful  that  the  private 
health  care  groups  throughout  the 
country  will  then  be  able  to  meet  the 
remainder  of  his  needs. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  Increase  bene- 


fits under  the  Federal  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system, 
to  provide  child's  insurance  benefits  be- 
yond age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide 
widow's  benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced 
basis,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain  in- 
dividuals not  otherwise  eligible  at  age 
72,  to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the 
trust  funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ed- 
mondson  in  the  chair) .  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  as 
modified. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  or  the  Senator  from  New 
York,  if  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  New  York  which  he  described  this 
morning  is  now  attached  to  the  second 
Gore  amendment,  or  will  it  be  attached 
by  a  voice  vote  or  a  yea-and-nay  vote? 

Mr.  GORE.  It  is  now  a  part  of  the 
pending  amendment,  and  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  a  cosponsor  of  the 
entire  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  So  when  the 
Senate  adopts  the  Gore  amendment — 
and  I  assume  that  it  will — the  further 
suggestions  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  will  be  included. 

Mr.  GORE.  Indeed  so.  This  question 
was  discussed  with  several  Senators,  and 
they  were  agreeable  to  accepting  it. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  Gore 
amendment,  as  modified. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
Gore  amendment,  as  modified. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  withhold  his 
request? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  do  for  the 
moment. 

Mr.  President,  an  interesting  article 
appeared  on  the  news  teletype  machine 
during  the  debate  on  health  care. 

The  article  reads: 

Fifty-four  percent  of  Americans  over  age  65 
and  71.9  percent  of  those  under  65  had  hos- 
pital insurance  coverage  in  1962-63,  the  Pub- 
lic Health  Service  reported  today.  As  the 
Senate  reached  the  voting  stage  on  a  proposal 
to  provide  health  care  for  the  aged  under 
social  security,  the  Health  Service  distributed 
by  mail  a  report  on  health  insurance  coverage 
from  July  1962,  through  June  1963. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  the  article  entitled  "With 
Health  Care"  which  appeared  on  the  tel- 
etype be  printed  in  full  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

With  Health  Care 

Washington. — Fifty-four  percent  of  Amer- 
icans over  age  65  and  71.9  percent  of  those 
under  65  had  hospital  insurance  coverage 
in  1962-63,  the  Public  Health  Service  re- 
ported today. 

As  the  Senate  reached  the  voting  stage  on 
a  proposal  to  provide  health  care  for  the 
aged  under  social  security,  the  Health  Serv- 
ice distributed  by  mall  a  report  on  health 
insurance  coverage  from  July  1962  through 
June  1963. 

The  data  were  collected  in  household  inter- 
views in  a  national  survey. 

The  report  said  the  data  indicate  that 
70.3  percent  of  the  total  civilian,  noninstitu- 
tional  population  had  hospital  insurance  and 
65.2  percent  had  surgical  insurance. 

The  percentage  of  noninstitutionalized 
persons  covered  by  health  insurance  ranged 
from  34.1  for  those  with  a  family  income  less 
than  $2,000  to  87.9  for  persons  with  a  family 
income  of  $10,000  or  more. 

The  white  population  had  a  hospital  in- 
surance coverage  rate  of  73.6  percent  and 
the  nonwhite  population  a  rate  of  45.5  per- 
cent. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, as  the  sponsor  of  the  initial  amend- 
ment, which  has  been  amended  to  the 
point  where  it  is  mine  in  name  only — 
technically,  I  am  in  a  position  to  accept 
the  amendment.  Inasmuch  as  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee,  who  is  in  fact  the 
father  of  the  amendment,  desires  to  ac- 
cept it,  I  accept  the  amendment  that  is 
pending  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  now  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
my  name  and  the  names  of  Senators  who 
joined  me  in  cosponsoring  my  amend- 
ment be  withdrawn  from  the,  amend- 
ment and  that  the  name  of  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  be  substi- 
tuted for  my  name  as  the  sponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to  in- 
quire of  the  Chair  if  this  in  any  way 
affects  the  parliamentary  situation. 
Would  the  next  question  before  the  Sen- 
ate recur  upon  the  Gore  amendment,  as 
amended,  which  would  be  the  situation 
in  any  case,  except  that  the  question  re- 
curring would  be  on  the  Long  amend- 
ment, as  amended? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  By  this 
unanimous-consent  procedure  the  ques- 
tion can  be  presented  to  the  Senate  on 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  as  amended,  since  the  Senator 


from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long]  has  with- 
drawn his  name  by  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  further 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  does  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  correctly  under- 
stand that  the  proposed  action,  if  entered 
into,  would  in  no  way  change  the  par- 
liamentary situation,  but  would  merely 
alter  the  authorship  of  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  Further  reserving  the 
right  to  object,  I  have  earlier  indicated 
to  the  able  junior  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana, who  is  my  warm  friend  and  a  great 
legislator,  that  I  would  be  willing  to  co- 
operate with  him  in  any  reasonable  way. 
To  this  end,  he  is  willing  to  accept  the 
will  of  the  Senate,  and  therefore,  unless 
the  majority  leader,  with  whom  I  have 
worked  on  this  matter,  or  the  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander- 
son], interposes  some  objection,  I  have 
none. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Would  it  be  in  order, 
if  the  unanimous-consent  request  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  were  agreed  to, 
to  further  amend  the  so-called  Gore 
amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  the 
question  whether  the  amendment,  if 
adopted  by  unanimous  consent,  can  be 
amended  further? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  would 
require  unanimous  consent. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the  unani- 
mous-consent request  is  not  that  the 
amendment  be  adopted,  but  that  the 
amendment  be  assumed  to  be  sponsored 
by  the  senior  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Not  that  it 
be  assumed,  but  that  it  actually  be  spon- 
sored by  the  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  willing  to  have  it 
adopted  by  unanimous  consent,  but  I  did 
not  ask  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  want  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  to  own  up  to  his 
baby. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  proud  to  do  so.  I 
will  take  it  home  and  cuddle  it  for  the 
rest  of  my  life. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  another 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Has  a  vote  been  taken 
on  the  Long  or  Gore  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Two 
amendments  have  been  agreed  to. 
There  is  a  further  question;  that  the 
amendment  to  the  bill,  as  amended,  be 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  could  offer  an 
amendment  at  this  time. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  move  to  reconsider 
the  vote  by  which  part  2  of  the  Gore 
amendment  was  adopted. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  that  suggestion? 


Mr.  PROUTY.   I  withhold  it. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Iowa  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  What  is  the  pending 
question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  before  the  Senate  at  this  time 
is:  Is  there  objection  to  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  to  consider  the  pending 
amendment  to  the  bill  to  be  the  Gore 
amendment,  as  amended? 

Mr.  GORE.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  is  not  the  parliamentary  situa- 
tion now  before  the  Senate  that  the 
question  recurs  upon  the  Long  amend- 
ment, as  amended? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Until 
the  unanimous-consent  request  is  agreed 
to,  the  answer  is  "Yes." 

Mr.  GORE.  If  the  unanimous-con- 
sent agreement  is  entered  into,  the  ques- 
tion recurring  before  the  Senate  will  be 
on  the  Gore  amendment,  as  amended. 
Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct.   Is  there  objection? 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  a  fur- 
ther parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Will  the  amendment 
be  known  as  the  Gore-Long  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  second  Gore  amendment  was 
to 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  junior  Senator  from  New  York 
to  lay  on  the  table  the  motion  of  the 
senior  Senator  from  New  York. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Do  I  correctly  under- 
stand that  there  has  been  a  voice  vote 
on  an  amendment  since  a  yea-and-nay 
vote  was  had  on  the  first  Gore  amend- 
ment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  understand  that  that 
is  the  one  to  which  the  present  motion 
is  directed.  However,  I  wonder  whether 
the  Chair  would  advise  us  what  the  par- 
liamentary situation  would  be  if  the 
pending  motion  were  adopted  and  any 
further  Gore  amendments  were  offered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  would  recur  on  that  amend- 
ment, as  amended. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Must  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  offer  his  amendment  prior  to 
that  time,  if  he  wishes  to  modify  it? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Unless 
he  obtains  unanimous  consent,  the  an- 
swer is  "Yes." 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  mo- 
tion of  the  junior  Senator  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Keating]  to  lay  on  the  table 
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the  motion  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  JavitsL 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  that  suggestion? 

Mr.  PROUTY.    I  withhold  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Has  unani- 
mous consent  been  granted  that  my 
name  be  removed  from  the  amendment? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  an- 
swer is  "Yes." 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Is  it  the  un- 
derstanding of  the  Chair  that  the  Record 
will  show,  in  the  event  that  the  Gore 
amendment  should  carry,  "So  Mr.  Gore's 
amendment  was  agreed  to"? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
was  the  unanimous-consent  agreement 
that  was  entered  into. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  As  one  who  has 
been  an  interested  spectator  of  what  has 
transpired,  could  the  Chair  tell  the  Sen- 
ate where  we  stand  on  these  motions,  ob- 
jections, and  parliamentary  inquiries? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  pending  before  the  Senate 
is  on  the  Gore  amendment  to  the  bill,  as 
amended,  under  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  bill  is  open 
to  further  amendment.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Gore  amendment  is  open  to  amendment 
before  it  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  There  is  no  need 
to  take  a  vote  on  the  Gore-Anderson 
amendment.  Is  that  correct? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Yes.  A 
vote  must  be  had  on  that.  That  is  the 
question. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.   I  thank  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Kansas  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  If  the  Gore  amend- 
ment is  adopted,  will  it  be  necessary  to 
secure  unanimous  consent,  following  the 
vote,  to  offer  an  amendment  to  it? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  would 
be  as  to  that  amendment,  but  not  as  to 
the  bill  itself. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  But  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]  is  fully  able 
to  offer  his  amendment  to  the  Gore 
amendment,  if  he  wishes  to  do  so.  -> 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Before 
the  vote  is  taken. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  un- 
derstand some  other  Senators  expected 
to  be  recognized. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  Gore 
amendment,  as  modified. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  is  it  in 
order  to  move  that  the  Senate  recon- 
sider the  vote  by  which  the  amendment 
was  agreed  to? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.    It  is. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  move  that  the  Sen- 
ate reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  move  to  lay  that  motion 
on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  amendment, 
which  by  action  of  the  Senate  has  been 
so  generously  referred  to  as  the  Gore 
amendment,  be  known  as  the  Gore-An- 
derson amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  is  open  to  further  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendment 
sponsored  by  myself,  Senator  Case,  Sen- 
ator Keating,  Senator  Ktjchel,  Senator 
Smith,  and  Senator  Cooper,  which  was 
incorporated  in  the  amendment  just 
adopted  by  the  Senate,  may  be  separate- 
ly printed  for  the  Record,  with  the  names 
of  its  cosponsors. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend- 
ment with  names  of  cosponsors  was  or- 
dered to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  fol- 
lows : 

Amendment  inteded  to  be  proposed  by  Mr. 
jAvrrs  (for  himself,  Mr.  Case,  Mr.  Keating, 
Mr.  Kuchel,  Mrs.  Smith,  and  Mr.  Cooper) 
to  the  amendment  (designated  No.  1254) 
proposed  by  Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana,  to  H.R. 
11865,  an  act  to  increase  benefits  under  the 
Federal  Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disabality 
InsuFance  System,  to  provide  child's  insur- 
ance benefits  beyond  age  eighteen  while  in 
school,  to  provide  widow's  benefits  at  age 
sixty  on  a  reduced  basis,  to  provide  benefits 
for  certain  individuals  not  otherwise  eligible 
at  age  seventy-two,  to  improve  the  actuarial 
status  of  the  Trust  Funds,  to  extend  cover- 
age, and  for  other  purposes,  viz. 

At  the  end  of  the  amendment  add  the  fol- 
lowing: 

"PART     D  COMPLEMENTARY     PRIVATE  HEALTH 

INSURANCE  FOR  INDIVIDUALS  AGED  SIXTY-FIVE 
OR  OVER 

"Purpose 

"Sec.  230.  The  Congress  hereby  declares 
that  it  is  the  purpose  of  this  part  to  provide, 
for  all  individuals  aged  sixty-five  or  over,  the 
opportunity  to  secure  at  reasonable  cost  pri- 
vate health  insurance  which  will  insure  them 
against  the  cost  of  health  services  which  are 
not  covered  under  the  program  established 
by  title  XVni  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 
"Definitions 

"Sec.  231.  For  purposes  of  the  succeeding 
provisions  of  this  part — 

"(a)  the  term  'health  insurance  policy' 
means  the  policy,  contract,  agreement,  or 
other  arrangement  entered  into  between  a 
carrier  and  another  person  whereby  the  car- 
rier, in  consideration  of  the  payment  to  it 
of  a  periodic  premium,  undertakes  to  pro- 
vide, pay  for,  or  reimburse  the  cost  of,  health 
services  for  the  individual  (or  group  of  in- 
dividuals) who  are  the  beneficiaries  of  such 
policy,  contract,  agreement,  or  other  arrange- 
ment; 

"(b)  the  'standard  policy'  of  insurance  to 
be  devised  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 232(c)  may  include  any  of  the  'health 
insurance  benefits'  described  in  subsection 
(c),  and  shall  include  at  least  the  following 
health  insurance  benefits — 

"(1)  payment  of  part  or  all  of  most 
charges  for  or  toward  physician's  services 
whether  performed  at  the  physician's  office  or 
any  other  place; 

"(2)  payment,  in  accordance  with  a  sched- 
ule, for  or  toward  the  costs  of  surgery  per- 
formed In  or  out  of  a  hospital; 

"(3)  payment  of  not  less  than  the  first  $15 
of  charge  for  consultation  with  a  physician 
who  is  a  specialist  in  any  area  of  medicine 
of  surgery;  and 

"(4)  payment,  in  accordance  with  a  sched- 
ule of  fees  for  or  toward  charges  for  diag- 
nostic care,  and  laboratory  and  X-ray  serv- 
icesj;' 


"(c)  the  term  'health  Insurance  benefits' 
or  the  term  "benefits'  when  used  In  connec- 
tion with  health  insurance,  means  insurance 
against  all  or  any  part  of  the  costs  of  any  or 
all  of  the  following — 

"(1)  services  provided  by  physicians,  sur- 
geons, dentists,  or  any  other  medical  care  or 
remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law; 

"(2)  diagnostic  care,  and  laboratory  and 
X-ray  services; 

"(3)  prescribed  drugs,  eyeglasses,  dentures, 
and  prosthetic  devices; 

"(4)  private-duty  nursing  services; 

" ( 5 )  home  health  care  services; 

"(6)  inpatient  hospital  services; 

"(7)  skilled  nursing  services; 
but  only  to  the  extent  that  any  such  care, 
services,  or  benefits  are  not  covered  under 
the  program  established  by  title  XVIII  of  the 
Social  Security  Act; 

"(d)  the  term  'carrier'  means  a  voluntary 
association,  corporation,  partnership,  or  other 
nongovernmental  organization  which  is  law- 
fully engaged  in  providing,  paying  for,  or 
reimbursing  the  costs  of,  health  services  for 
individuals  or  groups  under  health  insurance 
policies  in  consideration  of  premiums  pay- 
able to  the  carrier  and  which  meets  reason- 
able standards  prescribed  by  the  Secretary; 

"(e)  the  term  'premium'  means  the 
amount  of  the  consideration  charged  by  a 
carrier  for  coverage  by  a  health  insurance 
policy  offered  by  the  carrier;  and 

"(f)  the  term  'Secretary'  means  the  Sec- 
retary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

"Authorisation  of  association 
"Sec.  232.  (a)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  pur- 
poses of  this  part,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  established,  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary,  an  association  to  be  known  as 
the  National  Association  of  Carriers  To  Pro- 
vide Health  Insurance  for  Individuals  Aged 
Sixty-five  or  Over  (hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  'association') . 

"(b)  The  association  shall  be  composed  of 
carriers  which  shall  have  voluntarily  joined 
together  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
purposes  of  this  part,  and  membership 
therein  shall  be  open  to  all  responsible  car- 
riers which  desire  to  participate  in  the  activi- 
ties of  the  association  and  agree  to  abide  by 
the  rules  and  regulations  governing  the  as- 
sociation as  set  forth  in,  or  promulgated  pur- 
suant to,  the  provisions  of  this  part. 

"(c)(1)  It  shall  be  the  function  of  the 
association  to  devise  (in  cooperation  with 
and  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary) , 
and  offer  for  sale  through  its  members,  a 
health  insurance  policy  offering  health  in- 
surance benefits  for  the  aged  designed  to 
complement  the  health  insurance  benefits 
provided  for  eligible  individuals  under  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  Such  pol- 
icy shall  offer  at  least  the  health  insurance 
benefits  described  in  section  231(b) .  All  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  such  policy  as  well 
as  the  terms  and  conditions  under  which  it 
is  offered  and  sold  shall  be  uniform,  except 
that  the  association  may  provide  that  the 
amount  of  the  premium  to  be  paid  for  such 
a  policy  and  the  extent  of  the  benefits  pro- 
vided thereunder  shall  vary  in  different  areas 
of  the  United  States  as  well  as  within  dif- 
ferent areas  of  any  State,  whenever  neces- 
sary to  reflect  differences  in  the  cost  of 
securing  health  services  of  the  type  for 
which  benefits  are  provided  under  such 
policy. 

"(2)  The  policy  devised  by  the  association 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (1)  shall  in  the  suc- 
ceeding provisions  of  this  part  be  referred 
to  as  the  'standard  policy'.  In  order  to  min- 
imize the  factor  of  adverse  selection  in  the 
sale  of  the  standard  policy,  the  association 
shall  establish  appropriate  limitations  upon 
the  period,  during  each  year,  when  such 
policy  may  be  offered  to  new  subscribers. 

"(3)  The  association  with  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary  shall  develop  and  circulate 
among  its  members  minimum  standards 
with  respect  to  health  insurance  for  the  pur- 


20676 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


September  2 


pose  of  enabling  its  members,  or  any  of 
them,  to  devise  and  offer  for  sale  one  or 
more  health  insurance  policies  each  of  which 
may  serve  as  an  alternative  to  the  standard 
policy.  Such  standards  shall  require  that 
any  such  policy  shall  fulfill  the  same  pur- 
poses as  does  the  standard  policy  and  will 
represent  to  the  subscriber  thereof  a  dollar 
value  which  is  not  less  than  that  repre- 
sented by  the  standard  policy.  Any  mem- 
ber of  the  association  desiring  to  offer  for  sale 
any  such  policy  shall  first  submit  to  the 
association  and  to  the  Secretary  copies  of 
the  proposed  policy,  together  with  any  infor- 
mation related  thereto  which  the  associa- 
tion shall  deem  pertinent.  If  the  associa- 
tion and  the  Secretary  after  due  considera- 
tion, find  that  such  proposed  policy  fulfills 
the  same  purposes  as  does  the  standard  pol- 
icy and  will  represent  to  the  subscriber 
thereof  a  dollar  value  which  is  not  less  than 
that  represented  by  the  standard  policy,  they 
shall  approve  such  proposed  policy.  Upon 
the  approval  by  the  association  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  any  such  proposed  policy,  such 
policy  may  thereafter  be  offered  for  sale  by 
any  carrier  which  is  a  member  of  the  asso- 
ciation in  the  same  manner  and  subject  to 
the  same  conditions  as  obtain  with  respect 
to  the  standard  policy.  In  this  part  any 
such  policy  shall  be  referred  to  as  an  'alter- 
native policy*. 

"(4)  All  premiums  receivable  on  account 
of  the  standard  policy  or  alternative  policies 
sold  by  members  of  the  association  shall  be 
covered  into  a  common  fund  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  'reserve  fund')  established 
by  the  association  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
ceiving such  premiums,  and  all  benefits  pay- 
able on  account  of  such  policies  as  well  as 
the  reasonable  administrative  expenses  in- 
curred in  connection  with  such  policies  shall 
be  paid  from  the  reserve  fund.  The  asso- 
ciation shall  invest  such  portion  of  the  re- 
serve fund  as  is  not,  in  their  judgment,  re- 
quired to  meet  current  withdrawals.  Moneys 
in  the  reserve  fund  may  be  invested  only 
in  interest-bearing  obligations  of  the  United 
States  or  in  obligations  guaranteed  as  to 
both  principal  and  interest  by  the  United 
States.  The  assets  of  the  reserve  fund  shall 
be  the  property  of  the  association  and  the 
expenses  of  the  association  shall  be  defrayed 
from  moneys  in  such  fund. 

"(5)  In  order  to  hold  within  proper  limits 
the  portion  of  the  premiums  paid  for  the 
standard  policy  or  alternative  policies  which 
are  attributable  to  expenses  in  connection 
with  the  sale  and  administration  of  such 
policies,  appropriate  limitations  shall  be 
placed  upon  the  amounts  which  members  of 
the  association  may  claim  from  the  reserve 
fund  on  account  of  such  expenses.  Such 
limitation  shall  be  established  by  the  asso- 
ciation, subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Ad- 
visory Council  (established  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 235)  and  of  the  Secretary. 

"(6)  The  association,  in  cooperation  with 
the  Advisory  Council  and  with  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary,  shall  devise  programs  de- 
signed to  enable  persons  who  have  not  at- 
tained age  sixty-five  and  are  still  employed 
to  purchase  the  insurance  provided  by  the 
standard  policy  or  an  alternative  policy  on 
a  prepaid  basis. 

"(d)  The  management  of  the  reserve  fund 
and  the  administration  of  the  activities  of 
the  association  shall  be  vested  in  an  execu- 
tive committee  which  shall  consist  of  three 
individuals  elected  by  the  Advisory  Council 
authorized  to  be  established  by  section  235. 

"(e)  Members  of  the  association  are  au- 
thorized and  encouraged  to  offer  supple- 
mentary health  insurace  policies  designed  to 
provide  to  subscribers  of  the  standard  policy 
or  an  alternative  policy  coverage  in  addition 
to  that  provided  by  such  policy.  Such  poli- 
cies need  not  be  uniform  and  may  be  offered 
at  premiums  which  would  permit  a  fair  prof- 
it to  the  members  offering  them.  Such 
policies  may  be  offered  for  sale  in  conjunc- 


tion with  the  standard  policy  or  an  alterna- 
tive policy,  but  in  such  case,  shall  be  offered 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  enable  the  prospec- 
tive subscriber  clearly  to  distinguish  between 
the  benefits  and  premiums  provided  by  the 
standard  policy  or  the  alternative  policy  and 
the  benefits  and  premiums  provided  by  the 
supplementary  policy. 

"(f)  The  association  is  authorized,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  and  the  Ad- 
visory Council,  to  adopt  two  separate  and 
distinct  symbols,  one  of  which  may  be  used 
in  connection  with  the  sale  of  the  standard 
policy  and  which  shall  signify  public  endorse- 
ment of  such  policy  and  the  other  of  which 
may  be  used  in  connection  with  the  sale  of 
alternative  policies  and  which  shall  signify  , 
official  public  endorsement  of  such  alterna- 
tive policies. 

"(g)  Nothing  in  this  part  shall  be  con- 
strued to  authorize  any  control  to  be  exer- 
cised over  carriers  who  are  members  of  the 
association  with  respect  to  any  policy  of  in- 
surance offered  by  them  other  than  standard 
policies  (as  described  in  subsection  (c)  (2) ) 
and  alternative  policies  ( as  described  in  sub- 
section (c)(3));  and  the  right  of  such  car- 
riers to  offer  other  insurance  policies  shall 
be  unaffected  by  their  membership  in  the 
association. 

"Regional  divisions  of  the  association 

"Sec.  233.  (a)  Any  one  or  more  members 
of  the  association  which  desire  to  confine 
their  business  of  offering  for  sale  the  stand- 
ard policy  or  alternative  policies,  or  both, 
to  a  particular  geographical  region  may,  pur- 
suant to  rules  established  by  the  association 
(with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary),  estab- 
lish a  regional  division  of  the  association  for 
the  purpose  of  offering  such  policies  for  sale 
in  such  region. 

"(b)  Membership  in  any  regional  division 
of  the  association  shall  be  open  to  all  mem- 
bers of  the  association  which  desire  to  con- 
fine their  sale  of  the  standard  policy  or  al- 
ternative policies,  or  both,  to  the  geographi- 
cal region  with  respect  to  which  such  divi- 
sion is  established. 

"(c)  Members  of  any  such  division  shall, 
in  lieu  of  depositing  in  the  reserve  fund 
provided  for  inspection  232(c)  (4)  premiums 
received  by  them  on  account  of  any  such 
policies  sold  by  them,  deposit  such  premiums 
in  a  common  fund  to  be  known  as  the  re- 
gional reserve  fund  for  such  region.  The 
regional  reserve  fund  for  any  regional  divi- 
sion of  the  association  shall  be  managed  by 
the  members  of  such  division,  in  accordance 
with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  executive 
committee  of  the  association  with  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Secretary  and  the  Advisory 
Council.  Any  such  regional  reserve  fund 
shall  serve  the  same  purposes  and  shall  be 
subject  to  the  same  requirements  as  are 
prescribed  with  respect  to  the  reserve  fund 
provided  for  in  section  232(c)(4).  The  as- 
sets of  any  such  regional  reserve  fund  shall 
be  the  property  of  the  regional  division  of 
the  association  for  which  such  fund  is  es- 
tablished, and  the  expenses  of  such  division 
shall  be  defrayed  from  moneys  in  such  fund. 

"(d)  The  executive  committee  of  the  asso- 
ciation, with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
and  the  Advisory  Council,  shall  prescribe  reg- 
ulations governing  the  manner  in  which  any 
regional  division  of  the  association  shall  be 
operated.  Such  regulations  shall  vest  re- 
sponsibility for  the  management  and  opera- 
tion of  the  division  in  the  membership 
thereof,  but  shall  contain  necessary  safe- 
guards to  insure  that  the  division  will  be 
managed  and  operated  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  carry  out  in  the  region  with  respect  to 
which  it  is  established  purposes  and  func- 
tions which  are  the  same  as  those  of  the 
association. 

"Establishment  of  association 
"Sec.  234.  (a)  Whenever  five  or  more  car- 
riers shall  have  applied  to  the  Secretary  to 
form  the  association  (provided  for  in  sec- 


tion 232)  the  Secretary  shall,  as  soon  as  he 
is  satisfied  that  such  carriers  are  ready, 
willing,  and  able  to  carry  out  the  functions 
of  the  association  (as  set  forth  in  section 
232)  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
contained  in  such  section,  he  shall  declare 
the  association  (as  so  provided  for)  to  be 
established  by  such  carriers. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  have  the  duty 
and  the  authority  to  make  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  necessary  or  desir- 
able to  insure  that  the  association, 1  in  car- 
rying out  its  functions,  complies  with  the 
requirements  of  section  232  and  fulfills  the 
purposes  of  this  title. 

"Advisory  council 

"Sec.  235.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  consult- 
ing with  and  advising  the  Secretary  with 
respect  to  the  administration  of  title  XVIII 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  for  the  purpose 
of  electing  the  executive  committee  of  the 
association,  and  for  the  purpose  of  advising 
and  assisting  the  association,  the  executive 
committee,  and  the  Secretary  in  carrying  out 
their  respective  functions  under  this  part, 
there  is  hereby  created  an  'Advisory  Council 
on  Health  Insurance  for  the  Aged'  (herein- 
after referred  to  as  the  'Advisory  Council'). 

"(b)  The  Advisory  Council  shall  conduct 
a  continuing  study  and  investigation  of  the 
programs  of  insurance  provided  for  in  this 
part  and  in  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  with  a  view  to  assisting  in  the  for- 
mulation and  implementation  of  national 
policy  in  the  field  of  health  care  for  the 
aged.  The  Council  shall  from  time  to  time 
make  reports  to  the  President  (for  transmit- 
tal by  him  to  the  Congress)  of  its  findings 
and  recommendations  resulting  from  such 
study  and  investigation. 

"(c)  In  order  to  assist  the  Advisory  Coun- 
cil in  carrying  out  its  duties  the  Council  is 
authorized  to  employ,  in  accordance  with  the 
civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  such  staff  as  may  be 
necessary. 

"(d)  The  Advisory  Council  shall  consist  of 
twenty-four  members  who  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  President.  Members  of  the  Advisory 
Council  shall  be  selected  by  the  President 
with  a  view  to  providing  a  broad  representa- 
tion, among  the  membership  of  the  Council, 
of  the  insurance  industry,  labor,  business, 
medical  profession,  consumers,  and  other  in- 
terested elements  of  society.  Not  less  than 
four  members  of  the  Council  shall  be  per- 
sons whom  the  insurance  industry  shall  have 
approved  as  having  adequate  insurance  ex- 
perience. The  members  of  the  Advisory 
Council  shall  elect  a  member  of  the  Advisory 
Council  as  Chairman  thereof. 

"(e)  Each  member  shall  hold  office  for  a 
term  of  four  years,  except  that  any  member 
appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his 
predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  appointed 
only  for  the  remainder  of  such  term,  and  ex- 
cept that  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members 
first  taking  office  shall  expire,  as  designated 
by  the  President  at  the  time  of  appointment, 
four  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  four  at  the 
end  of  the  second  year,  four  at  the  end  of 
the  third  year,  and  four  at  the  end  of  the 
fourth  year.  A  member  shall  not  be  eligible 
to  serve  continuously  or  more  than  two 
terms. 

"(f)  Members  of  the  Advisory  Council, 
while  attending  meetings  or  conferences  of 
the  Council  or  otherwise  serving  on  business 
of  the  Council  shall  receive  compensation  at 
rates  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceed- 
ing $100  per  day,  and  while  so  serving  away 
from  their  homes  or  regular  places  of  busi- 
ness they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 
including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence, 
as  authorized  by  section  5  of  the  Adminis- 
trative Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C.  73b-2) 
for  persons  in  the  Government  service  em- 
ployed intermittently.  The  Advisory  Coun- 
cil shall  meet  as  frequently  as  it  deems  nec- 
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essary,  but  not  less  often  than  two  times  per 
year.  Upon  request  of  thirteen  or  more  of 
its  members,  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
Chairman  to  call  a  meeting  of  the  Advisory 
Council. 

"Exemption  of  association  from  certain  laws 
"Sec.  236.  (a)  The  association  and  each 
carrier  which  is  a  member  of  the  association 
shall,  with  respect  to  so  much  of  its  busi- 
ness operations  as  is  concerned  exclusively 
with  offering  for  sale,  selling,  and  adminis- 
tering, the  standard  policy  or  alternative 
policies  (as  described  in  section  232(c)), 
operate  on  a  non-profit  basis  and  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  of  July  2,  1890,  as  amended 
(known  as  the  Sherman  Act),  other  than 
so  much  thereof  as  relates  to  any  agreement 
to  boycott,  coerce,  or  intimidate,  or  act  of 
boycott,  coercion,  or  intimidation;  the  Act 
of  October  15,  1914,  as  amended  (known  as 
the  Clayton  Act) ;  and  the  Federal  Trade 
Commission  Act. 

"(b)  Any  operation  of  a  carrier  which  is 
the  subject  of  an  exemption  provided  in  sub- 
section (a)  shall  be  subject  to  the  regulation 
of  the  Secretary. 

"Compliance  provisions 

"Sec.  237.  (a)  If,  after  reasonable  oppor- 
tunity for  hearing  extended  to  the  carrier 
concerned,  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary 
that  a  carrier  has  failed  to  comply  with  any 
requirement  of  this  part,  or  with  any  regula- 
tion promulgated  pursuant  to  this  part,  the 
Secretary  may  declare  either  that  the  mem- 
bership of  such  carrier  in  the  association  is 
permanently  terminated  or  that  such  mem- 
bership is  suspended  until  suoh  time  as  the 
Secretary  is  satisfied  that  such  carrier  will 
no  longer  fail  to  comply  with  such  require- 
ment or  such  regulation. 

"(b)  During  any  period  that  the  member- 
ship of  any  carrier  is  inoperative  by  reason  of 
action  taken  by  the  Secretary  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a) ,  such  carrier  shall  not  be  en- 
titled to  any  exemption  provided  by  sec- 
tion 236(a),  and  shall  not,  for  any  purpose, 
represent  Itself  as  being  a  member  of  the 
association.  Any  carrier  who,  in  offering  for 
sale  any  health  insurance  policy,  falsely  rep- 
resents itself  to  be  a  member  of  the  associa- 
tion shall  be  fined  not  more  than  $10,000. 
"Hearings  and  judicial  review 

"Sec.  238.  (a)  Prior  to  promulgating  any 
regulation,  issuing  any  order,  making  any 
finding  of  fact,  or  taking  any  other  action 
under  this  part  which  affects  the  associa- 
tion or  any  member  thereof,  the  Secretary 
shall  hold  an  appropriate  hearing  on  the 
matter  and  provide  adequate  opportunity  to 
representatives  of  the  association  and  to 
any  interested  member  thereof  to  be  pres- 
ent and  present  testimony  at  such  hearing. 

"(b)  If  the  association,  or  any  member 
thereof,  is  dissatisfied  with  any  action  of 
the  Secretary  on  which  a  hearing  is  required 
to  be  held  under  subsection  (a),  the  asso- 
ciation, or  such  member,  as  the  case  may  be, 
may  appeal  to  the  United  States  District 
Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia  by  filing 
with  such  court  a  notice  of  appeal.  The 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  shall  attach  upon 
the  filing  of  such  notice.  A  copy  of  the 
notice  of  appeal  shall  be  forthwith  trans- 
mitted by  the  clerk  of  the  court  to  the  Sec- 
retary, or  any  officer  designated  by  him  for 
that  purpose.  The  Secretary  shall  there- 
upon file  in  the  court  the  record  of  the 
proceedings  on  which  he  based  his  action. 
The  action  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  re- 
viewed by  the  court  (on  the  record)  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  provisions  of  the  Admin- 
istrative Procedure  Act." 

Mr.  SALINGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  No.  1257  and  ask 
that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 


The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  end  of 
the  bill,  it  is  proposed  to  add  the  follow- 
ing new  section : 

AMENDMENT  TO  DEFINITION  OP  MEDICAL  ASSIST- 
ANCE FOR  THE  AGED 

Sec.  19.  (a)  Section  6(b)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "who 
are  not  recipients  of  old-age  assistance"  and 
Inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "who  are  not  re- 
cipients of  old-age  assistance  (except,  for 
any  month,  for  recipients  of  old-age  assist- 
ance who  are  admitted  to  or  discharged  from 
a  medical  institution  during  such  month)". 

(b)  Section  1605(b)  of  such  Act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "who  are  not  recip- 
ients of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "who  are  not 
recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  dis- 
abled (except,  for  any  month,  for  recipients 
of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  who  are 
admitted  to  or  discharged  from  a  medical  in- 
stitution during  such  month )  ". 

Mr.  SALINGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  the  amendment  is  noncon- 
troversial.  It  covers  a  matter  which 
concerns  particularly  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia and  any  other  States  which  are 
receiving  benefits  from  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment under  the  Kerr-Mills  Act. 

Under  the  present  situation,  a  person 
who  receives  social  security  benefits  and 
goes  into  a  hospital  in  the  middle  of  the 
month  cannot  draw  medical-assistance- 
for-the-aged  payments  for  the  rest  of 
that  month  by  virtue  of  present  law. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  he  is  in  a  hos- 
pital, drawing  MAA  payments,  and  he 
comes  out  in  the  middle  of  the  month,  he 
cannot  draw  social  security  benefits  for 
the  rest  of  that  month. 

My  amendment  would  make  it  pos- 
sible for  a  person  who  enters  or  leaves 
a  hospital  in  the  same  month  to  receive 
payments  under  both  sections  of  the  law. 

I  have  discussed  this  amendment  with 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana.  I  believe 
he  is  willing  to  accept  it  as  an  amend- 
ment to  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  have  studied  the  amendment.  I 
believe  it  is  one  that  should  be  consid- 
ered in  conference.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
accept  it. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  for  a  ques- 
tion? 

Mr.  SALINGER.    I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Referring  to  page  2  of 
the  amendment,  do  I  correctly  under- 
stand that  if  the  amendment  were 
adopted,  a  person  would  be  eligible  for 
these  benefits  as  well  as  for  aid  to  the 
aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for  a  part  of  a 
month? 

Mr.  SALINGER.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  have  not  previously 
studied  the  amendment,  so  I  would  have 
to  check  this  point,  but  I  am  wondering 
how  the  amendment  would  affect  States 
which  may  have  a  provision  of  law 
prohibiting  MAA  payments  to  those  who 
are  receiving  aid  to  the  aged.  Would 
not  the  amendment  conflict  with  a  State 
provision  on  that  point? 

Mr.  SALINGER.  I  believe  the 
amendment  would  make  it  possible  for 
the  Federal  Government  to  make  such 
payments  although  it  is  not  possible  for 
it  to  do  so  now.  I  do  not  believe  it  would 


conflict  with  any  State  laws,  but  would 
make  it  possible  for  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  make  payments  which  cannot 
now  be  made. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Is  the  Senator  refer- 
ring to  payments  made  by  the  Federal 
Government? 

Mr.  SALINGER.    To  the  States. 

Mr.  MILLER.  In  which  the  States 
would  share? 

Mr.  SALINGER.  No;  these  are  pay- 
ments which  are  paid  through  the  State. 

Mr.  MILLER.  But  are  they  payments 
which  the  Federal  Government  makes 
entirely  or  makes  on  a  percentage  or 
shared  basis  with  the  State? 

Mr.  SALINGER.  I  believe  the  Fed- 
eral Government  makes  the  payment  on 
a  percentage  basis. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  believe  so,  too.  What 
concerns  me  is  that  this  amendment 
might  require  a  State  to  contribute  its 
share  in  the  face  of  a  State  law  which 
prohibits  its  doing  so.  If  that  were  the 
case,  the  Senator  from  California  might 
understand  the  concern  of  the  Senator 
from  Iowa  that  we  not  deprive  a  State  of 
assistance  under  this  program  merely  be- 
cause there  is  a  conflict  with  State  law. 

Would  the  Senator  from  California  be 
willing  to  have  his  amendment  laid  aside 
long  enough  to  permit  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  to  clarify  this  point?  I  understand 
the  motives  of  the  Senator  from  Cali- 
fornia. I  am  not  interested  in  prejudic- 
ing those  motives.  I  merely  wish  to  make 
certain  whether  this  proposal  might 
have  a  conflicting  result,  which  perhaps 
could  be  avoided  by  a  modification  of  the 
amendment.  I  should  like  to  have  a  lit- 
tle time  to  check  that  point. 

Mr.  SALINGER.  Perhaps  I  could 
allay  the  fears  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
if  I  read  a  statement  to  him. 

Under  my  amendment,  States  would  be 
offered  Federal  financial  participation  in 
both  old-age  assistance  and  medical  assist- 
ance for  the  aged  payments  made  in  the 
same  month  to  a  patient  who  is  entering  or 
leaving  a  medical  institution  in  that  month. 
Federal  law  now  prohibits  a  State  from  re- 
ceiving Federal  financial  participation  for 
both  programs  within  the  same  month. 

Under  this  amendment,  States  would 
be  offered  Federal  financial  participation 
in  both  old-age  assistance  and  medical 
assistance  for  the  aged  payments  made 
in  the  same  month  to  a  patient  who  is 
entering  or  leaving  a  medical  institution 
in  that  month.  The  law  now  provides 
that  States  may  not  receive  Federal 
financial  participation  in  such  concur- 
rent expenditures.  That  would  make  it 
rather  clear  that  we  are  talking  about 
Federal  participation. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  understand  that 
thoroughly ;  but  I  do  not  believe  it  meets 
the  problem  I  have.  I  do  not  believe  we 
would  be  any  further  behind  if  the 
amendment  were  temporarily  laid  aside 
and  the  Senator  from  California  gave 
me  time  to  make  a  call  to  the  State  offi- 
cials of  Iowa.  I  should  like  to  check 
this  point  with  them. 

Mr.  SALINGER.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
agree  to  lay  the  amendment  aside  at  the 
request  of  the  Senator  from  Iowa  and  to 
bring  it  up  again  after  he  has  had  an 
opportunity  to  make  his  inquiry. 
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Mr.  MILLER.    I  thank  the  Senator. 
Mr.    SALINGER.    Mr.    President,  I 
withdraw  the  amendment  temporarily. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  bene- 


fits under  the  Federal  Old- Age,  Survivors 
and  Disability  Insurance  System,  to  pro- 
vide child's  insurance  benefits  beyond 
age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's 
benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to 
provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals 
not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  im- 
prove the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT  NO.  1247 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  on  behalf 
of  myself,  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
FongI,  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty],  I  call  up  my  amendment 
No.  1247  and  request  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  The  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott],  for  him- 
self, the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
FongI,  and  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Prouty]  propose  amendment  No. 
1247,  as  modified,  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following: 

"TITLE   II  HEALTH   CARE   INSURANCE   FOR  THE 

AGED 

"Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
'Health  Insurance  Sixty-five  Act'. 

"Entitlement  to  benefits 
"Sec  202.  (a)  Every  individual  who- 
'll) has  attained  age  sixty-five; 
"(2)  makes  application  for  benefits  under 
this  title;  and 

"(3)  at  the  time  such  application  Is  made 
is  the  beneficiary  of  a  qualified  private  health 
insurance  policy  with  respect  to  which 
premiums  are  payable  by  him  (or  on  his 
behalf) ; 

shall  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  provided  un- 
der the  Health  Insurance  Sixty-five  Program 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  'Program'). 

"(b)  Benefits  provided  under  the  Program 
to  an  individual  entitled  thereto  shall  con- 
sist of  one  or  more  money  payments,  made 
with  respect  to  any  enrollment  year,  to  assist 
such  individual  in  defraying  the  premium 
costs  for  such  year  of  a  qualified  private 
health  insurance  policy  of  which  he  is  the 
beneficiary. 

"(c)  (1)  The  aggregate  of  the  amounts  pay- 
able to  an  individual  as  benefits  under  the 
Program  for  any  enrollment  year  shall  be 
equal  to  whichever  of  the  following  is  the 
greater — 

"(A)  one-half  of  the  premium  costs  of  the 
qualified  private  health  insurance  policy  of 
which  he  is  the  beneficiary,  or 

"(B)  (i)  $90,  in  case  such  policy,  is  a  long- 
term  illness  policy,  or  (ii)  $75,  in  case  such 
policy  is  a  short-term  illness  policy. 

"(2)  Any  payment  of  benefits  under  the 
program  to  which  an  individual  is  entitled 
shall  be  made — 

"(A)  directly  to  such  individual  by  way 
of  reimbursement,  in  case  there  has  been 
paid  by  or  on  behalf  of  such  individual  the 
insurance  premium  on  the  basis  of  which  he 
becomes  entitled  to  such  payment;  or 

"(B)  to  the  carrier  offering  the  qualified 
private  health  insurance  policy  with  respect 
to  which  such  premium  is  payable,  in  case 
such  individual  has  authorized  (in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  regulations)  such  payment 
to  be  made  to  such  carrier. 
"Administration  of  program  by  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

"Sec.  203.  (a)  This  title  shall  be  adminis- 
tered by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the 
'Secretary') . 

"(b)  Tire  Secretary  shall  have  authority  to 
prescribe  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he 
may  deem  necessary  or  proper  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  title. 
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"(c)  Wherever,  in  this  title,  the  term  'reg- 
ulation', 'regulations',  'rule',  or  'rules'  is  em- 
ployed, such  term  shall,  unless  the  context 
otherwise  indicates,  refer  to  one  or  more  reg- 
ulations, as  the  case  may  be,  or  one  or  more 
rules,  as  the  case  may  be,  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  title. 

"Qualified  private  health  insurance  policy 

"Sec.  204.  (a)  The  term  'qualified  private 
health  insurance  policy'  means  a  policy  of 
health  insurance  which — 

"  ( 1)  is  provided  by  a  carrier  or  carriers  au- 
thorized to  do  business  in  the  State  wherein 
such  policy  is  issued; 

"  (2)  is  authorized  to  be  issued  within  such 
State  under  the  laws  and  applicable  regula- 
tions of  such  State; 

"  (3)  is  approved  by  the  Secretary  as  either 
a  'long-term  illness  benefits'  policy  or  a 
'short-term  illness  benefits'  policy; 

"(4)  is  provided  by  a  carrier  which,  in 
areas  served  by  such  carrier,  offers  such  pol- 
icy to  all  individuals  residing  therein  who 
are  aged  sixty-five  or  over; 

"(5)  is  offered  to  individuals  aged  sixty- 
five  or  over  on  a  guaranteed  renewable  basis; 

"(6)  is  provided  by  a  carrier  which,  in  the 
areas  served  by  such  carrier,  offers  individuals 
a  choice  of  an  approved  'long-term  illness 
benefits'  policy  or  an  approved  'short-term 
illness  benefits'  policy,  and  permits  an  indi- 
vidual who  has  been  a  subscriber  of  one  such 
policy  for  one  year  the  option  of  changing 
to  the  other  such  policy; 

"(7)  contains  provision  under  which  the 
carrier  offering  such  policy  to  any  individual 
aged  sixty-five  or  over  agrees  not  to  increase, 
with  respect  to  such  individual,  the  rate  of 
premiums  payable  therefor  for  one  year  fol- 
lowing the  date  such  individual  subscribes  to 
such  policy. 

"(b)(1)  As  used  in  subsection  (a)(5), 
the  term  'guaranteed  renewable  basis'  refers 
to  an  insurance  policy  which  is  renewable 
at  the  time  it  otherwise  would  expire  at  the 
option  of  the  subscriber  of  such  policy  and 
which  cannot  be  canceled  by  the  carrier  ex- 
cept for  failure  of  payment  of  premiums 
thereon;  except  that  the  reservation  by  a 
carrier  of  the  right  to  terminate  an  entire 
policy  in  a  State  in  accordance  with  applic- 
able laws  and  regulations  of  such  State  shall 
not  be  construed  as  grounds  for  disqualify- 
ing such  policy  as  being  offered  on  a  guaran- 
teed renewable  basis. 

"(2)  No  insurance  policy  for  purposes  of 
this  title  shall  be  considered  to  be  offered 
on  a  guaranteed  renewable  basis  unless  in- 
creases or  decreases  in  amounts  of  premiums 
payable  therefor  are  applied  to  all  sub- 
scribers aged  sixty-five  or  over  without  re- 
gard to  health  condition,  health  services 
utilized  or  claimed,  or  other  personal  char- 
acteristics, of  the  policyholder. 

"Long-term  illness  benefits 

"Sec.  205.  (a)  The  term  'long-term  illness 
benefits'  refers  to  a  private  health  insurance 
policy  under  which  an  individual  who  is  the 
beneficiary  thereof  for  any  enrollment  year 
is  entitled  to  have  payment  made  by  the 
carrier  issuing  such  policy  of  all  the  costs 
incurred  by  him  during  such  year  by  rea- 
son of  his  having  received  the  following 
services  which  his  physician  has  determined 
to  be  medically  necessary — 

"(1)  inpatient  hospital  services  (but  not 
for  more  than  seventy-five  days  unless  such 
policy  so  provides) ; 

"(2)  nursing  home  care,  but  not  for  more 
than  one  hundred  and  fifty  days  unless  such 
policy  so  provides  (except  that  such  policy 
may  provide  that  the  number  of  days  for 
which  he  is  entitled  to  have  the  costs  of  in- 
patient hospital  services  paid  may  be  re- 
duced by  not  more  than  one  day  for  each 
two  days  he  receives  nursing  home  care  the 
costs  of  which  are  paid  under  such  policy) ; 


"(3)  surgical  services  (but  not  in  excess  of 
$300  unless  such  policy  so  provides) ; 

"(4)  physicians'  services  provided  in  a 
physician's  office  (but  not  for  more  than  five 
visits,  nor  more  than  $5  per  visit,  unless 
such  policy  so  provides) ; 

"(5)  outpatient  hospital  services,  includ- 
ing diagnostic,  X-ray  and  laboratory  serv- 
ices (but  not  in  excess  of  $90  unless  such 
policy  so  provides) ; 

"(6)  outpatient  surgical  services;  and 

"(7)  visiting  nurses'  services  (but  not  for 
more  than  thirty  days  unless  such  policy  so 
provides) . 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  pro- 
viding 'long-term  illness  benefits,'  any  pri- 
vate health  insurance  policy  which  complies 
with  the  requirements  of  subsection  (a). 
"Short-term  illness  benefits 

"Sec.  206.  (a)  The  term  'short-term  illness 
benefits'  refers  to  a  private  health  insurance 
policy  under  which  an  individual  who  is  the 
beneficiary  thereof  for  any  enrollment  year 
is  entitled  to  have  payment  made  by  the  car- 
rier issuing  such  policy  of  all  the  costs  in- 
curred by  him  during  such  year  by  reason  of 
his  having  received  the  following  services 
which  his  physician  has  determined  to  be 
medically  necessary— 

"(1)  inpatient  hospital  services  (but  not 
for  more  than  forty-five  days  unless  such 
policy  so  provides) ; 

"(2)  nursing  home  care,  but  not  for  more 
than  ninety  days  unless  such  policy  so  pro- 
vides (except  that  such  policy  may  provide 
that  the  number  of  days  for  which  he  is  en- 
titled to  have  the  costs  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  paid  may  be  reduced  by  not  more 
than  one  day  for  each  two  days  he  receives 
nursing  home  care  the  costs  of  which  are 
paid  under  such  policy) ; 

"(3)  surgical  services  (but  not  in  excess 
of  $200  unless  such  policy  so  provides) ; 

"(4)  physicians'  service  provided  in  a 
physician's  office  (but  not  for  more  than  three 
visits,  nor  more  than  $5  per  visit,  unless  such 
policy  so  provides) ; 

"(5)  outpatient  hospital  services,  includ- 
ing diagnostic,  X-ray,  and  laboratory  services 
(but  not  in  excess  of  $60  unless  such  policy 
so  provides) ; 

"(6)  outpatient  surgical  services;  and 

"(7)  visiting  nurses'  services  (but  not  for 
more  than  ten  days  unless  such  policy  so 
provides) . 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  pro- 
viding 'short-term  illness  benefits',  any  pri- 
vate health  insurance  policy  which  complies 
with  the  requirements  of  subsection  (a). 
"Definitions  of  benefits 

"Sec.  207.  (a)  The  term  'inpatient  hospital 
services'  means  the  following  items  furnished 
to  an  inpatient  by  a  hospital  (but  only,  in 
the  case  of  any  individual,  to  the  extent  that 
the  aggregate  cost  of  such  items  does  not 
exceed  $30  multiplied  by  the  number  of  days 
such  individual  is  an  inpatient  in  such  hos- 
pital)— 

"(1)  bed  and  board  (at  a  rate  not  in  excess 
of  the  rate  for  semiprivate  accommenda- 
tions)  and  includes  any  special  foods  neces- 
sary to  fulfill  any  diet  requirements  pre- 
scribed by  the  patient's  physician; 

"(2)  general  nursing  services; 

"(3)  drugs,  biologicals,  supplies,  appli- 
ances, and  equipment,  for  use  in  the  hospital, 
as  are  customarily  furnished  by  such  hospital 
for  the  care  and  treatment  of  inpatients; 

"(4)  use  of  operating,  recovery,  and  other 
special  rooms;  and 

"(5)  use  of  laboratory,  X-ray,  electronic 
equipment,  and  other  related  services  for 
diagnostic  purposes. 

"(b)  The  term  'nursing  home  care'  means 
the  following  items  and  services  furnished 
by  a  nursing  home  to  an  individual  who  is  an 
inpatient  thereof,  after  transfer,  upon  the 
recommendation  of  his  physician,  from  a  hos- 


pital in  which  he  was  an  inpatient  for  not 
less  than  seventy-two  hours  immediately 
prior  to  such  transfer  (but  only,  in  the  case 
of  any  individual,  to  the  extent  that  the  ag- 
gregate cost  of  such  items  and  services  does 
not  exceed  $15  multiplied  by  the  number  of 
days  such  individual  is  an  inpatient  in  such 
nursing  home )  — 

"  ( 1 )  nursing  care  provided  by  or  under  the 
supervision  of  a  registered  professional  nurse; 

"(2)  bed  and  board  in  connection  with  the 
furnishing  of  such  nursing  care; 

"  (3 )  physical,  occupational,  or  speech  ther- 
apy furnished  by  such  home  or  by  others 
under  arrangements  with  them  made  by  such 
home; 

"(4)  such  drugs,  biologicals,  supplies,  ap- 
pliances, and  equipment  furnished  for  use 
in  the  nursing  home  as  are  customarily  fur- 
nished by  such  home  for  the  care  and  treat- 
ment of  inpatients;  and 

"(5)  such  other  services  necessary  to  the 
health  of  the  patient  as  are  generally  pro- 
vided by  nursing  homes. 

"(c)  The  term  'physicians'  services'  means 
services  provided  in  the  exercise  of  his  pro- 
fession in  any  State  by  an  individual  legally 
authorized  to  practice  surgery  or  medicine  by 
such  State. 

"(d)  The  term  'hospital'  means  a  hospital 
which  is  licensed  as  a  hospital  in  the  State 
in  which  it  is  located. 

"(e)  The  term  'nursing  home'  means  a 
nursing  home  which  is  licensed  as  such  by 
the  State  in  which  it  is  located,  and  which 
( 1 )  is  operated  in  connection  with  a  hospital, 
or  (2)  has  medical  policies  established  by  one 
or  more  physicians  (who  are  responsible  for 
supervising  the  execution  of  such  policies)  to 
govern  the  nursing  home  care  and  related 
medical  care  and  other  services  which  it  pro- 
vides, and  (3)  provides  nursing  care  by  or 
under  the  supervision  of  one  or  more  regis- 
tered nurses. 

"Miscellaneous  definitions 

"Sec.  208.  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the 
term — 

"(a)  'carrier'  means  a  voluntary  associa- 
tion, corporation,  partnership,  or  other  non- 
governmental organization  which  is  lawfully 
engaged  in  providing,  paying  for,  or  reimburs- 
ing the  costs  of,  health  care  or  services  for 
individuals  under  health  insurance  policies 
in  consideration  of  premiums  payable  to  the 
carrier; 

"(b)  'health  insurance  policy'  means  the 
policy,  contract,  agreement,  or  other  arrange- 
ment entered  into  between  a  carrier  and  an- 
other person  whereby  the  carrier,  in  consid- 
eration of  the  payment  to  it  of  a  periodic 
premium,  undertakes  to  provide,  pay  for,  or 
reimburse  the  cost  of,  health  care  or  services 
for  the  individual  who  is  the  beneficiary  of 
such  policy,  contract,  agreement,  or  other 
arrangement;  and 

"(c)  the  term  'premium*  means  the 
amount  of  the  consideration  charged  by  a 
carrier  for  coverage  by  health  insurance  pol- 
icy offered  by  the  carrier. 

"Payment  of  benefits  by  the  Secretary 

"Sec.  209.  (a) The  Secretary  shall  not  make 
any  money  payment  to  or  on  behalf  of  any 
individual,  as  benefits  provided  by  this  title, 
until  he  is  satisfied  that — 

"(1)  such  individual  is  entitled  (under 
section  202  (a) )  to  benefits  under  this  title; 

"(2)  such  payment  is  in  reimbursement 
of,  or  will  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  paying, 
one  or  more  premiums  payable  for  a  quali- 
fied private  health  insurance  policy  of  which 
such  individual  is  the  beneficiary. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  establish  such 
procedures  as  he  deems  appropriate  under 
which  interested  parties  may  obtain  a  find- 
ing by  the  Secretary  as  to  whether  or  not  a 
particular  private  health  insurance  policy  is 
a  'qualified'  private  health  insurance  policy 
for  purposes  of  this  title." 
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Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  would  establish  a  new  pro- 
gram to  assist  aged  individuals  to  pur- 
chase private  health  insurance  policies 
which  would  enable  them  to  provide  ade- 
quate medical  care  of  themselves.  It  is 
identical  to  S.  2771  which  I  introduced 
last  April  24. 

Under  my  amendment,  any  individual 
aged  65  or  over  may  purchase  a  health 
insurance  policy  which  contains  at  least 
the  coverage  specified  in  the  amendment. 
The  Government  would  provide  cash 
payments  to  help  defray  the  annual 
premium  cost  of  the  insurance  policy. 

Such  payments  would  amount  to 
whichever  of  the  following  is  greater: 
First,  one-half  the  annual  premium  of 
the  policy,  or  second,  $75  if  the  policy  is 
a  short-term  illness  benefits  policy,  or 
$90  if  it  is  a  long-term  illness  benefits 
policy. 

These  cash  payments  may  be  made 
directly  to  the  individual  beneficiary  in 
reimbursement  for  the  Government's 
share  of  the  premium  cost  or,  if  the 
beneficiary  prefers,  directly  to  the  insur- 
ance company  issuing  the  policy.  The 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  would  administer  the  program 
and  would  disburse  the  benefit  payments 
provided  thereunder. 

Under  the  amendment,  a  short-term 
illness  benefits  policy  must  contain  at 
least  the  following  benefits  during  the 
year  in  which  the  policy  is  in  operation : 
First,  up  to  45  days  inpatient  hospital 
services ;  second,  2  days  of  nursing  home 
care— up  to  90  days — for  each  unused 
day  of  inpatient  hospital  care;  third,  up 
to  $200  worth  of  surgical  treatment; 
fourth,  up  to  three  visits  to  a  doctor's 
office  for  treatment;  fifth,  outpatient 
hospital  services,  including  diagnostic, 
X-ray  and  laboratory  services;  sixth, 
outpatient  surgical  services;  and  seventh, 
up  to  10  days  of  visiting  nurse  services 
prescribed  by  a  physician. 

The  long-term  illness  benefits  policy 
must  contain  at  least  the  following  bene- 
fits during  the  year  in  which  the  policy 
is  in  effect:  First,  up  to  75  days  inpa- 
tient hospital  services;  second,  2  days 
nursing  home  care — up  to  150  days — for 
each  unused  day  of  inpatient  hospital 
care;  third,  up  to  $300  worth  of  surgi- 
cal treatment;  fourth,  up  to  five  visits 
to  a  doctor's  office;  fifth,  outpatient  hos- 
pital services,  including  diagnostic, 
X-ray  and  laboratory  services;  sixth, 
outpatient  surgical  services;  and  seventh, 
up  to  30  days  of  visiting  nurse  services 
prescribed  by  a  doctor. 

I  have  been  assured  that  if  such  poli- 
cies were  issued  by  private  insurance 
carriers,  annual  premiums  of  $150  for 
the  short-term  illness  benefits  package 
and  $180  for  the  long-term  illness  bene- 
fits package,  respectively,  would  be 
actuarially  sound.  And,  Mr.  President, 
I  believe  the  enactment  of  the  legislation 
I  am  proposing  today  would  encourage 
private  insurance  companies  to  offer 
such  policies  to  our  aged  citizens. 

The  health  care  for  the  aged  program 
embodied  in  my  proposal  is  a  new  pro- 
gram designed  to  supplement  the  pro- 
gram for  medical  assistance  to  the  aged 
which  was  authorized  in  1960  by  the 
Kerr-Mills  Act.    My  health  care  plan 


would  assist  those  whose  income  and 
assets  exceed  the  maximum  limit  allow- 
able under  Kerr-Mills  but  are  still  in- 
adequate to  pay  the  full  cost  of  health 
care.  I  am,  thus,  seeking  under  my  pro- 
gram to  assist  those  individuals  who  fall 
between  the  Kerr-Mills  beneficiaries  and 
holders  of  comprehensive  health  insur- 
ance issued  by  private  carriers. 

In  offering  my  proposal,  I  refuse  to 
join  those  who  deride  and  ridicule  the 
Kerr-Mills  program.  Recognizing  that 
Kerr-Mills  is  not  perfect,  I  feel  neverthe- 
less that  it  is  a  useful  and  necessary  pro- 
gram to  assist  our  medically  indigent 
older  citizens.  In  this  connection,  I  am 
proud  to  point  to  the  implementation  of 
the  Kerr-Mills  program  in  Pennsylvania 
by  the  administration  of  Gov.  William 
W.  Scranton.  Pennsylvania's  MAA  pro- 
gram, as  the  result  of  improvements  en- 
acted into  law  last  year,  is  one  of  the 
most  soundly  conceived  and  generous 
programs  of  its  kind  in  the  Nation  today. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  brief 
summary  description  of  this  program  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  sum- 
mary description  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Pennsylvania's  Program  op  Medical 
Assistance  for  the  Aged 

The  1963  general  assembly  passed  three 
important  bills  liberalizing  benefits  for  per- 
sons over  65  eligible  for  Medical  Assistance 
to  the  Aged  (MAA)  under  provisions  of  the 
Kerr-Mills  Act.  The  following  is  a  summary 
of  the  new  Pennsylvania  program.  This  leg- 
islation, which  implements  the  Federal  Kerr- 
Mills  Act,  establishes  the  finest  program  in 
the  Nation. 

COVERAGES 

1.  The  MAA  program  pays  for  60  days  hos- 
pital care  in  each  benefit  period.  A  person's 
benefit  period  starts  on  the  first  day  of  hos- 
pitalization and  a  new  benefit  period,  with 
eligibility  for  60  additional  days  of  hospital 
care,  begins  after  the  person  has  been  out  of 
the  hospital  for  60  days. 

2.  Care  will  be  provided  in  private  nursing 
homes  for  60  days  following  hospitalization. 
This  should  shorten  hospital  stays  where 
medically  possible. 

3.  Posthospital  care  in  the  home  at  actual 
cost  up  to  $5  a  day,  when  provided  by  a  hos- 
pital and  incidental  to  the  purpose  for  which 
the  patient  was  hospitalized.  Payments  are 
made  to  hospitals. 

4.  Nursing  care  in  the  home,  at  not  more 
than  $4  a  visit,  when  ordered  by  a  physician. 
Payments  are  made  to  the  individual  nurse 
or  to  public  health  nursing  associations. 

5.  Public  nursing  home  care,  under  which 
counties  get  50  percent  of  cost  in  Federal 
funds,  matched  by  county  funds. 

eligibility 

1.  Income  limitations  for  eligibility  is 
$2,400  a  year  for  single  persons;  $3,840  for 
couples. 

2.  Asset  limitation  for  eligibility  is  $2,400 
for  single  persons;  $3,840  for  couples.  Per- 
sonal residence,  household  furnishings,  car 
and  $500  cash  value  of  insurance  are  ex- 
cluded in  computing  assets. 

3.  An  aged  person  can  apply  for  MAA  in 
advance  of  hospitalization.  Identification 
cards  will  be  issued  by  county  boards  of 
assistance  to  those  eligible,  to  expedite  pay- 
ment of  MAA  when  needed. 

4.  Determination  of  eligibility  is  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  county  board  of  assist- 
ance. The  new  advance  application  system 
permits  the  elderly  to  apply  for  MAA  at  their 
convenience  and  speeds  payment  of  benefits 
when  needed. 


REPAYMENT 

No  recovery  of  MAA  benefits  from  the 
estate  of  a  patient  or  from  his  spouse. 

2.  Responsibility  of  relatives  to  pay  hos- 
pital bills  can  be  relieved,  fully  or  to  some 
degree,  administratively. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  Kerr- 
Mills  alone  cannot  solve  the  problem 
confronting  many  of  our  older  citizens 
who  seek  adequate  health  care  for  them- 
selves. Something  is  needed  to  bridge 
the  gap  between  our  medically  indigent 
aged  citizens  covered  by  Kerr-Mills  and 
other  existing  programs;  and  those  who 
can  afford  to  meet  medical  and  hospital 
costs  with  their  own  resources.  My  pro- 
posal would  deal  with  this  problem  by 
assisting  individuals  in  purchasing  pri- 
vate health  insurance.  The  program 
proposed  by  the  Johnson  administration 
and  manifesting  itself  in  various,  albeit 
similar — and  I  must  add,  rapidly  chang- 
ing— forms  during  the  present  Senate 
debate  represent,  on  the  other  hand,  a 
new  and  questionable  departure  involv- 
ing the  social  security  system. 

Under  the  administration's  hospitali- 
zation program  under  social  security, 
older  citizens  would  be  provided  with 
hospital,  nursing  home,  home  health, 
and  outpatient  diagnostic  services 
which,  in  the  case  of  those  eligible  to 
receive,  or  already  receiving,  social  se- 
curity, would  be  financed  through  in- 
creases in  employees'  and  employers' 
social  security  taxes  and  in  the  amount 
of  employees'  earnings  to  be  taxed. 

My  principal  objection  to  the  admin- 
istration's proposed  program  is  in  its 
method  of  financing.  We  must  recog- 
nize that  it  introduces  a  wholly  new  con- 
cept in  financing  since  it  provides  serv- 
ices benefits,  which  must  reflect  in- 
creases in  the  salaries  of  hospital  em- 
ployees as  well  as  anticipated  increases 
in  other  medical  costs  for  the  future. 
These  costs,  unlike  those  in  our  present 
cash  benefits  system,  are  today  unre- 
lated to  the  tax  contribution  paid  into 
the  fund. 

I  have  always  favored  a  strong  and 
effective  social  security  system;  that  is 
one  reason  for  my  support  of  the  pending 
social  security  bill.  But  I  am  greatly 
concerned  that  the  addition  of  various 
hospitalization  and  other  health  care 
services  to  the  social  security  benefit 
structure  for  our  senior  citizens  would 
dangerously  overload  the  social  security 
system  with  the  resultant  consequence 
of  jeopardizing  its  actuarial  soundness 
to  the  point  that  the  cash -benefit  struc- 
ture may  be  threatened.  My  fear  is 
heightened  by  the  contradictory  esti- 
mates of  the  costs  of  a  health  care  pro- 
gram under  social  security  that  have 
been  offered  in  recent  years  by  adminis- 
tration spokesmen.  The  cost  estimates 
on  the  original  Forand  bill,  for  example, 
are  now  about  double  the  original  esti- 
mates. 

Let  us  examine,  Mr.  President,  the 
method  of  financing  that  is  proposed  un- 
der the  administration's  program.  In 
its  latest  edition,  the  Gore  amendment, 
the  benefits  provided  thereunder  would 
be  financed  through  an  increase  of  four- 
tenths  of  1  percent  each  in  the  em- 
ployer and  employee  contributions  to  so- 
cial security  and  an  increase  of  six- 


20682 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


September  2 


tenths  of  1  percent  in  the  contribu- 
tion of  the  self-employed.  The  proposal 
also  provides  for  an  increase  in  the  max- 
imum taxable  wage  base  from  $4,800  to 
$5,600.  In  addition,  persons  over  65  who 
are  ineligible  for  social  security  or  rail- 
road retirement  benefits  would  receive 
the  benefits  provided  under  the  proposal 
by  means  of  an  appropriation  out  of 
general  revenues. 

Robert  J.  Myers,  Chief  Actuary  of  the 
Social  Security  Administration,  declared 
last  November  in  testimony  before  the 
House  Ways  and  Means  Committee  that 
two  basic  assumptions  were  involved  in 
official  long-range  cost  estimates  for  the 
administration's  program: 

First,  an  assumption  that  earnings 
would  remain  at  the  level  of  1961 — or,  if 
earnings  rise  above  this  level,  the  deduct- 
ible and  wage  base  of  the  program — then 
embodied  in  the  King-Anderson  bill — 
would  have  to  be  "kept  up  to  date  with 
their  relative  positions  in  1961,"  a  step 
that  would  require  congressional  action. 

Second,  an  assumption  that  subse- 
quent to  1961,  hospital  costs  would,  on 
the  average,  increase  no  more  rapidly 
than  the  general  earnings  level. 

According  to  Mr.  Myers'  testimony, 
hospital  costs  have  for  some  time  risen 
an  average  of  3  to  4  percent  more  rapidly 
than  earnings  levels.  Indeed,  this  has 
been  the  source  of  the  problem  of  the 
aged  whom  the  bill  sets  out  to  help.  It 
was  difficult,  therefore,  to  accept  the 
administration's  optimistic  assumption 
that  hospital  costs  would  stop  climbing 
faster  than  wages  as  soon  as  the  admin- 
istration's program  were  to  go  into  effect. 

Obviously — or  at  least  hopefully — hos- 
pital costs  will  not  climb  more  rapidly 
than  earnings  levels  forever;  if  they  did, 
they  would  ultimately  equal  100  percent 
of  earnings.  But  if  hospital  costs  were 
to  continue  climbing  at  the  present  rate 
for  about  20  years  to  come,  Mr.  Myers  ad- 
mitted, an  actuarially  sound  program  of 
the  King-Anderson  variety  would,  in 
fact,  require  a  combined  employer-em- 
ployee contribution  double  that  provided 
for— in  the  case  of  King-Anderson,  1 
percent  of  payroll,  rather  than  the  pro- 
posed total  of  one-half  of  1  percent. 

Even  if  the  earnings  level  and  the  hos- 
pital costs  were  to  rise  at  approximately 
the  same  rate  for  a  long  period  of  time — 
retaining  the  gap  between  earnings  and 
hospital  costs — and  if  the  earnings  base 
remained  the  same,  the  contribution 
again  would  have  to  total  1  percent  or 
more  of  payroll. 

The  significance  of  these  facts,  de- 
veloped by  the  House  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  was  simply  that  the  financing 
features  of  the  health  care  program  un- 
der social  security  would  have  to  be  re- 
vised upward.  Either  the  social  security 
tax  rate  or  the  taxable  wage  base  would 
have  to  be  increased — doubled,  in  the 
case  of  the  tax  rate — or  the  scope  of 
health  care  benefits  to  be  provided  would 
have  to  be  sharply  reduced.  Otherwise, 
the  program  as  constituted  would  throw 
the  social  security  trust  funds  out  of 
balance  actuarially  and  thereby  endanger 
the  fiscal  soundness  of  the  social  security 


system.  All  this,  Mr.  President,  just  be- 
cause the  assumptions  enunciated  as  the 
basis  for  the  administration's  cost  esti- 
mates were  untenable,  to  say  the  least. 

Now,  with  its  latest  revision  of  King- 
Anderson — which,  incidentally,  reduces 
the  maximum  period  of  time  authorized 
for  nursing  home  care  from  180  days  to 
60  days — the  administration  has  come  up 
with  some  revised  cost  estimates  for  the 
proposed  health  care  program  under  so- 
cial security.  Testifying  before  the  Sen- 
ate Finance  Committee,  Mr.  Myers  said 
that  the  administration's  level  cost  esti- 
mate for  the  program  is  based  on  1963 
average  earnings  levels,  and  estimated 
1965  hospital  costs  with  projected  in- 
creases in  the  hospital  costs  to  1971.  This 
estimate  relies  on  the  questionable  as- 
sumption that  while  increases  in  hos- 
pital costs  will  continue  to  outstrip  in- 
creases in  earnings  levels  until  1971,  hos- 
pitalization costs  will  increase  at  the 
same  rate  as  earnings  levels.  Given  the 
trends  of  the  past  several  years  in  earn- 
ings levels  and  hospital  costs,  I  find  this 
assumption  equally  difficult  to  accept. 

And  so,  Mr.  President,  we  come  back  to 
the  dilemma  inherent  in  the  proposed 
financing  mechanism  through  social  se- 
curity. Either  the  proposed  financing 
will  prove  inadequate,  in  which  case  the 
actuarial  soundness  of  the  social  security 
system  is  endangered,  or  the  other  al- 
ternatives I  mentioned  earlier  will  apply. 

Combined  employer-employee  social 
security  taxes  now  amount  to  7V4  percent 
on  the  first  $4,800  of  wages.  Under  exist- 
ing law,  the  combined  employer-employee 
contribution  to  social  security  will  be 
9/4  percent  in  1971.  This  rate  would  be 
raised  to  9.6  percent  in  H.R.  11865,  as 
reported  to  the  Senate  by  the  Finance 
Committee,  and  with  the  addition  of  the 
administration's  hospitalization  program 
it  would  go  up  to  10.4  percent,  and  very 
probably  higher,  if,  as  I  believe,  the  as- 
sumptions underlying  the  cost  estimate 
of  the  program  proposed  by  the  Gore 
amendment  are  correct. 

All  of  these  figures,  of  course,  assume 
that  the  present  schedule  of  social  se- 
curity benefits,  as  well  as  the  hospitali- 
zation benefits  proposed  by  the  adminis- 
tration, would  not  be  liberalized  in  the 
future.  Such  an  assumption,  however, 
is  ridiculous  unless  we  disregard  the  past 
record  of  Congress  in  periodically  lib- 
eralizing social  security  benefits  and 
coverage. 

Now  what  does  this  mean,  Mr.  Presi- 
dent? For  one  thing,  it  means  that  the 
social  security  tax  rates  in  1971  would 
exceed  the  10  percent  which  the  former 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  our  distinguished  colleague 
from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff]  flatly 
asserted  is  the  maximum  level  for  these 
taxes  that  employers  and  employees 
should  be  required  to  pay.  This  puts  a 
real  bite  on  those  who  each  year  of  their 
working  life  would  have  to  pay  for  a 
hospitalization  program  whose  benefits 
could  accrue  to  them  only  when  they 
reached  65.  Take  a  married  man  who  is 
self-employed,  has  two  children,  earns 
$5,400,  and  files  a  joint  income  tax  re- 


turn. In  1971,  Mr.  President,  his  social 
security  tax — assuming  enactment  of 
H.R.  11865  with  the  addition  of  such 
frills  as  the  Gore  amendment — would 
exceed  his  income  tax.  This  interesting 
fact  was  revealed  in  the  recent  Senate 
Finance  Committee  hearings  by  my  good 
friend  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett].  Al- 
though it  pertained  to  the  administra- 
tion's proposal  then  pending — providing 
for  a  maximum  taxable  wage  base  of 
$5,400 — this  fact  appears  to  remain  valid. 
Inevitably,  and  before  many  years  go 
by,  the  deduction  from  a  worker's  pay- 
check would  equal  1  day's  pay. 

Let  me  point  out  that  my  proposal  does 
not  rely  on  such  a  questionable  financ- 
ing mechanism.  Funds  for  the  payments 
to  be  provided  under  my  proposed  pro- 
gram are  to  come  from  general  reve- 
nues. The  tax  burden  in  support  of  this 
program  would  fall  most  heavily  on  those 
most  able  to  pay,  not  on  our  struggling 
low-income  wage  earners  as  under  King- 
Anderson  and  similar  proposals.  More- 
over, Mr.  President,  the  program  would 
cost  less  than  that  proposed  by  the  ad- 
ministration. I  estimate  its  cost  for  its 
initial  year  of  operation  to  be  about  $1.25 
billion,  considerably  less — perhaps  by 
$2  billion — than  the  administration's 
program. 

But  that  is  not  all,  Mr.  President.  As 
one  of  its  stanchest  supporters,  the  sen- 
ior Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas] 
pointed  out  only  Monday  of  this  week, 
"medicare"  is  a  misnomer  for  the  ad- 
ministration's proposal.  It  will  not  pay 
for  surgery,  which  can  account  for  a 
tremendous  portion  of  hospital  bills.  It 
will  not  pay  doctors'  bills.  On  the  other 
hand,  insurance  policies  qualifying  under 
my  proposal  would  have  to  include  sur- 
gical and  medical  benefits  as  well  as 
hospitalization  and  nursing  home  care. 

Not  only,  then,  is  the  administration's 
program  fiscally  unsound  and  unwork- 
able, it  is  not  all  that  it  is  cracked  up  to 
be  by  its  "medicare"  label.  To  para- 
phrase my  good  friend,  the  junior  Sena- 
tor from  Kansas  [Mr.  Pearson],  like 
frontier  medicine  it  promises  much,  but 
in  the  end  it  can  leave  only  an  empty 
purse  and  a  bad  taste. 

Instead  of  the  dangerously  heavy  bur- 
dens of  medicare  and  in  preference  to  the 
inadequate  venture  of  medichoice,  why 
not  the  full,  fair,  and  adequate  plan  for 
health  insurance  protection? 

My  amendment  does  provide  for  health 
insurance  protection.  It  proposes  real 
solutions  for  real  needs. 

That  is  why  I  urge  its  adoption. 

So  that  my  health  care  plan  can  be 
more  easily  compared  with  that  pro- 
posed by  the  administration,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  comparative 
analysis  of  my  amendment  together  with 
the  Ribicoff  amendment  and  an  earlier 
but  similar  version  of  the  Gore  proposal, 
both  of  which  embody  the  administra- 
tion's proposed  program. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  analysis 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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Analysis  or  Medical  Care  for  Aged  Amendments  to  H.R.  11865 


GENERAL  DESCRIPTION 


Amendment  1178,  introduced  by  Senator 
Gore  and  others  (similar  to  S.  880) 
Under  social  security  (old-age  and  sur- 
vivors insurance)  and  railroad  retirement 
administrative  mechanisms,  provides  (1) 
hospital,  nursing  home,  home  health,  and 
outpatient  diagnostic  services  to  persons  65 
or  over  eligible  to  receive  (or  receiving)  so- 
cial security  or  railroad  retirement  benefits 
financed  by  an  increase  in  taxes  for  workers 
and  employers  under  these  systems;  (2) 
similiar  benefits  out  of  Federal  general 
revenue  for  certain  uninsured  individuals  65 
or  over. 

Benefits  are  in  addition  to  those  provided 
under  House  bill. 


J.  Benefits 

Benefits  would  consist  of  payments  to 
health  facilities  and  organizations  for  serv- 
ices rendered  to  eligible  Individuals.  Such 
payments  may  be  made  for  the  following 
kinds  of  services: 


(1)  Inpatient  hospital  care  for  90  days  per 
benefit  period  1  subject  to  deductible  for  $10 
per  day  for  the  first  9  days,  but  not  less  than 
$20;  or,  upon  election,  45  days  per  period 
with  no  deductible,  or,  upon  election,  180 
days  with  a  deductible  of  the  lesser  of  (a) 
2y2  times  the  average  per  diem  rate  for  such 
services  throughout  the  Nation  under  the 
program  (until  1967  the  bill  sets  the  per 
diem  rate  at  $37,  thus  the  deductible  ini- 
tially will  be  $92.50)  or  (b)  charges  cus- 
tomarily made  for  such  services  by  the  hos- 
pital which  furnished  them.  There  may  be 
only  one  election  under  this  provision  and  it 
is  irrevocable.  The  election  must  be  made 
during  the  first  2  months  in  the  3-month 
period  preceding  the  month  in  which  the 
individual  has  both  attained  age  65  and  is 
eligible  for  benefits. 

(2)  Skilled  nursing  facility  services  up  to 
180  days  in  a  benefit  period  after  transfer 
from  a  hospital  in  an  institution  which  is 
affiliated  or  under  common  control  with  a 
hospital;  - 

(3)  Home  health  services  up  to  240  visits 
a  year; 

(4)  Outpatient  diagnostic  services — no 
durational  limit  but  subject  to  a  $20  deduct- 
ible per  30-day  period. 


Amendment  1233,  introduced  by  Senator 
Ribicofp  and  others 

Contains  similar  provisions,  under  the 
Social  Security  and  Railroad  Retirement  Acts, 
and  for  the  uninsured,  with  major  differences 
noted  below. 

Removes  the  5-percent  benefit  increase 
from  the  House  bill. 

Provides  a  $7  a  month  increase  in  benefits 
for  all  primary  beneficiaries,  effective  for 
months  after  June  1965.  However,  the  in- 
crease for  persons  65  or  over  is  not  effective 
unless  irrevocably  elected.  If  election  of  full 
cash  benefit  is  not  made,  the  bill  provides 
health  insurance  benefits  (hospital,  nursing 
home,  visiting  nurse)  with  reduction  of  cash 
benefit  by  $5  for  every  beneficiary  entitled. 

If  hospital  costs  rise  after  1965,  and  the 
earnings  base  is  not  changed  proportionately, 
in  1969  beneficiaries  of  hospitalization  will  be 
charged  a  daily  amount  equal  to  the  differ- 
ential between  the  national  average  per  diem 
rates  in  1964-65  ($36)  and  the  average  per 
diem  rate  for  the  2  years  prior  to  1969.  This 
adjustment  process  will  be  followed  every  2 
years  thereafter  to  take  into  account  any 
later  hospital  cost  increases. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  is  directed  to  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment with  a  nationwide  organization  for  it 
to  carry  out  certain  administrative  functions 
of  the  health  insurance  program. 

Modifies  House  bill  provision  for  payment 
of  children's  benefits  beyond  age  18  by  re- 
ducing termination  age  from  22  to  21  and 
making  the  receipt  of  a  high  school  diploma 
a  terminating  event. 

furnished  under  social  security  and  railroad  retirement 

Scope  of  Benefits 

Same  as  the  Gore  amendment  with  the 
following  differences: 


Amendment 


1247,  introduced 
Scott  and  Fong 


by  Senators 


A  voluntary  federally  administered  (sec.  of 
HEW)  health  insurance  program  _ under 
which  the  Federal  Government  makes  pay- 
ments up  to  $90  a  year  to  or  on  behalf  of 
persons  aged  65  or  over  toward  purchase  of 
a  qualified  private  health  insurance  policy 
for  which  they  are  beneficiary. 

Participants  have  choice  between  a  short- 
term  illness  and  a  long-term  illness  benefit 
policy. 

Benefits  are  in  additions  to  those  provided 
under  House  bill. 


( 1 )  Inpatient  hospital  care  for  90  days  per 
benefit  period  1  subject  to  deductible  of  the 
lesser  of  (a)  2l/2  times  the  average  per  diem 
rate  for  such  services  throughout  the  Nation 
under  the  program  (until  1969  the  bill  sets 
the  per  diem  rate  at  $36,  thus  the  deductible 
initially  would  be  $90)  or  (b)  charges  cus- 
tomarily made  for  such  services  by  the  hos- 
pital which  furnished  them;  or,  upon  elec- 
tion, 45  days  without  a  deductible. 

Subject  to  cost-sharing  device  previously 
noted  which  would  begin  in  1969. 


(2)  Skilled  nursing  facility  services  up  to 
30  days  in  a  benefit  period  after  transfer 
from  a  hospital.  No  requirement  of  hospital 
affiliation. 

(3)  Visiting  nurse  services  up  to  30  visits 
per  year. 

(4)  No  provision. 


1 A  period  of  consecutive  days  beginning 
with  the  1st  day  an  individual  is  furnished 
with  hospital  or  nursing  home  services  and 
ending  after  he  has  been  out  of  the  hospital 
or  nursing  home  for  90  days.  The  90  days 
need  not  be  consecutive  but  must  occur 
within  a  period  of  not  more  than  180  con- 
secutive days. 

=  On  the  basis  of  a  study,  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  may  author- 
ize the  participation  of  facilities  which, 


though  not  affiliated  with  hospitals,  operate 
under  conditions  assuring  the  provision  of 
adequate  care,  providing  this  action  will  not 
create  (or  increase)  an  actuarial  imbalance  in 
the  trust  fund. 


Private  companies  must  offer  choice  be- 
tween— 

(a)  Short-term  illness  benefits 

The  Federal  Government  will  pay  one- 
half  of  the  premium  cost  or  $75,  whichever 
is  greater  for  a  policy  that  pays  beneficiary 
at  least  the  following  minimum  benefits  dur- 
ing an  enrollment  year: 

(1)  inpatient  hospital  services,  up  to  45 
days  at  not  more  than  $30  a  day, 

(2)  nursing  home  care  upon  transfer  from 
a  hospital  stay  of  at  least  72  hours,  up  to  90 
days  at  not  more  than  $15  daily  (policy  may 
provide  for  reducing  hospital  benefit  by  1  day 
for  each  2  days  of  nursing  home  care  for 
■which  it  pays) , 

(3)  surgical  services,  up  to  $200, 

(4)  up  to  three  visits  to  doctor's  office,  at 
no  more  than  $5  per  visit, 

(5)  outpatient  hospital  services,  including 
diagnostic,  X-ray,  and  laboratory  services, 
up  to  $60, 

(6)  outpatient  surgical  services, 

(7)  visiting  nurses'  services,  up  to  10  days. 
Additional  health  benefits  could  be  pro- 
vided. 

(b)  Long-term  illness  benefits 

The  Federal  Government  will  pay  one- 
half  the  premium  cost  or  $90,  whichever  is 
greater,  for  a  policy  that  pays  beneficiary  at 
least  the  following  minimum  benefits  during 
an  enrollment  year : 

(1)  inpatient  hospital  services,  up  to  75 
days  at  not  more  than  $30  a  day, 

(2)  nursing  home  care  upon  transfer  from 
a  hospital  stay  of  at  least  72  hours,  up  to 
150  days  at  not  more  than  $15  daily  (policy 
may  provide  for  reducing  hospital  benefit  by 
1  day  for  each  2  days  of  nursing  home  care 
for  which  it  pays) , 

(3)  surgical  services,  up  to  $300, 

(4)  up  to  five  visits  to  doctor's  office,  at 
no  more  than  $5  per  visit, 

(5)  outpatient  hospital  services,  including 
diagnostic,  X-ray,  and  laboratory  services,  up 
to  $90, 

(6)  outpatient  surgical  services, 

(7)  visiting  nurses'  services,  up  to  30  days. 
Additional  health  benefits  could  be  pro- 
vided. 
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Amendment   1178,   Introduced  by  Senator 
Gore  and  others  (similar  to  S.  880) — Con. 

(1)  All  persons  who — 

(a)  are  age  65  or  over;  and 

(b)  are  eligible  to  receive  (or  receiving) 
social  security  or  railroad  retirement  bene- 
fits. 

(2)  All  persons  not  insured  under  social 
security  or  railroad  retirement  who  either — 

(a)  have  reached  age  65  before  1967;  or 

(b)  have  reached  age  65  after  1966  if  they 
have  3  quarters  of  coverage  for  each  year 
elapsing  after  1964  and  before  the  year  they 
reach  age  65. 

Excluded  from  (2)  would  be  nonresidents 
or  residents  aliens  with  less  than  10  years 
In  the  United  States,  members  of  certain 
subversive  organizations,  persons  convicted 
of  certain  subversive  crimes,  employees  of 
the  Federal  Government,  and  persons  eligi- 
ble for  benefits  under  the  Federal  employee 
or  retired  Federal  employee  health  plans. 


(1)  In  order  to  finance  benefits  for  social 
security  eligibles  there  would  be  an  Increase 
In  the  tax  on  employers  and  employees  and 
the  self-employed,  as  follows: 
Contribution  rates 


Benefits  furnished  under  social  security  and  railroad  retirement — Continued 

Eligibility  for  Benefits 

Amendment   1233,   introduced  by  Senator 
Ribicofp  and  others — Continued 

Same. 


Amendment  1247,  introduced  by  Senators 
Scott  and  others — Continued 
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Under  Railroad  Retirement  Tax  Act  an 
Increase  In  social  security  tax  results  in 
comparable  increase  in  railroad  retirement 
tax. 

There  will  be  an  increase  in  the  maximum 
taxable  earnings  under  social  security  from 
$4,800  to  $5,400,  effective  January  1,  1965. 
A  separate  trust  fund  for  the  hospital  insur- 
ance program  would  be  established. 

(2)  For  ineligibles  under  social  security 
and  railroad  retirement  there  would  be  an 
authorization  of  appropriation  out  of  gen- 
eral revenues. 


Same. 


Financing 


Contribution  rates 
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Same. 


Same. 


All  persons  who — 

(a)  are  65  years  of  age  or  older  and 

(b)  are  the  beneficiary  of  a  qualified  pri- 
vate health  insurance  policy  at  the  time 
they  make  application  under  program. 

Private  health  Insurance  policy. 
A  qualified  private  health  insurance  pol- 
icy is  one  that — ■ 

(a)  is  approved  by  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare, 

(b)  is  offered  by  carrier  which  offers 
choice  between  approved  long-term  illness 
benefit  policy  and  short-term  illness  benefit 
policy, 

(c)  fs  offered  to  all  individuals  aged  65 
or  over  residing  in  area  which  carrier  serves, 

(d)  is  guaranteed  renewable.  Premium 
changes  must  apply  to  all  subscribers  aged 
65  or  over  regardless  of  condition  of  health 
and  cannot  be  made  for  1  year  following 
date  individual  subscribes  to  policy. 

No  provision  for  financing;  therefore, 
financed  from  Federal  general  revenues. 


Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  am  very 
glad  to  yield  to  my  distinguished  friend 
the  senior  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Fong]. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  commend 
my  colleague  for  a  very  fine  presentation 
of  his  plan.  It  is  a  very  comprehensive 
plan,  and  a  much  better  plan  than  that 
which  was  offered  by  the  administration. 

As  a  cosponsor  of  amendment  No.  1247, 
offered  by  my  able  and  distinguished  col- 
league, the  junior  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Scott],  and  cosponsored  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty],  I  rise  to  support  the  amend- 
ment. 

As  an  alternative  to  the  Gore  amend- 
ment which  would  cover  only  about  25 
to  30  percent  of  health  care  costs  of  aver- 


age aged  and  which  would  saddle  the 
entire  burden  of  this  costly  program  on 
working  men  and  women,  the  health  in- 
surance 65  proposal  is  far  preferable. 

Last  April  the  Senate  Subcommittee 
on  Health  of  the  Elderly,  of  which  I  am 
a  member,  held  hearings  on  Blue  Cross 
and  private  health  insurance  for  persons 
past  65. 

The  record  developed  during  those 
hearings  can  be  briefly  summarized  as 
follows : 

First.  Over  the  past  10  years,  tremen- 
dous progress  has  been  made  in  health 
insurance  benefits  and  care  for  the  aged 
and  in  numbers  of  persons  past  65  hav- 
ing health  insurance  coverage. 

Broader,  more  comprehensive  benefits, 
guaranteed   renewable — nonrevocable — 


provisions,  group  insurance,  mass  en- 
rollments, and  other  improvements  de- 
scribed in  the  hearings  are  solid  evidence 
of  progress. 

Further  improvement  in  aged  health 
insurance  is  expected. 

Second.  Some  54  to  60  percent  of  the 
Nation's  approximately  17  million  non- 
institutionalized  people  age  65  or  older 
have  voluntary  health  insurance.  An- 
other 12  to  14  percent  of  this  aged  group 
have  medical  coverage  through  old-age 
assistance,  and  an  indeterminate  addi- 
tional number  are  eligible  for  medical 
assistance  for  the  aged. 

Third.  Approximately  one-half  of 
those  with  voluntary  health  insurance 
are  under  nonprofit  Blue  Cross  protec- 
tion; the  other  half  have  insurance  writ- 
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ten  by  private  companies,  many  of  which 
are  nonprofit. 

Fourth.  A  great  variety  of  health  in- 
surance plans  are  presently  available 
from  which  the  elderly  may  choose  poli- 
cies best  matching  their  needs  and  will- 
ingness and  ability  to  pay. 

No  accurate  judgment  is  possible  as  to 
how  many  of  older  persons  have  ade- 
quate coverage.  What  is  adequate  for 
one  person  may  not  be  adequate  for  an- 
other. What  is  adequate  in  a  low-cost 
area  may  not  be  adequate  in  a  high-cost 
area.  The  hearing  record  did  not  de- 
velop sufficient  information  on  adequacy. 

Fifth.  Costs  of  health  care  are  rising 
and  this  trend  is  expected  to  continue. 
Whether  health  care  is  financed  through 
Government  expenditures  or  individual 
insurance  premiums,  such  financing 
must  be  adjusted  from  time  to  time  to 
reflect  these  rising  costs. 

The  hearings  showed  that  there  are 
presently  available  for  older  persons  poli- 
cies offering  comprehensive  hospital,  sur- 
gical, and  other  major  medical  benefits 
on  a  guaranteed  renewable  basis.  The 
premiums  naturally  reflect  the  compre- 
hensive benefits. 

From  the  hearings  it  is  clear  that 
those  who  can  afford  and  who  are  will- 
ing to  pay  the  premiums  for  such  cover- 
age can  obtain  it. 

It  is  also  clear  from  the  hearing  record 
that  some — how  many  no  one  knows — of 
those  65  and  older  cannot  afford  to  pay 
the  premiums  for  the  best  policies  avail- 
able. 

The  problem  was  stated  very  succinctly 
during  Senate  Finance  Committee  hear- 
ings on  H.R.  11865  by  a  witness  for  the 
Blue  Cross  Association,  Mr.  Walter  J. 
McNerney,  president  of  that  association. 
As  we  all  know,  Blue  Cross  is  one  of  the 
oldest  health  insurance  organizations  in 
the  country,  a  real  pioneer  in  this  field. 
Its  representatives  speak  on  the  basis  of 
these  many  years  of  Blue  Cross  experi- 
ence. 

Mr.  McNerney  told  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee: 

The  basic  problem  of  the  aged  is  not  un- 
availability of  programs  providing  protection 
against  the  cost  of  health  care. 

On  the  contrary,  Blue  Cross  and  other  seg- 
ments of  the  voluntary  system  can  and  do 
provide  many  of  the  aged  with  adequate 
protection. 

The  problem  is  that  some  of  the  aged  with 
limited  income  cannot  avail  themselves  of 
this  protection.  v 
***** 

It  is  worth  repeating  that  the  fundamen- 
tal problem  is  lack  of  sufficient  purchasing 
power,  and  the  inability  of  the  voluntary  sys- 
tem to  produce  a  financial  subsidy  sufficient 
to  meet  all  aged  adequately  is  often  irrele- 
vantly generalized  to  imply  a  universal  weak- 
ness in  the  system,  including  its  capacity  to 
provide  top  quality  care  and  adequate  bene- 
fits. 

These  benefits  are  there.  The  challenge 
of  government  is  to  bring  them  within  the 
grasp  of  those  who  cannot  afford  them. 

I  agree. 

The  central  problem  in  providing 
health  insurance  protection  is  financing. 

Available  statistics  on  the  financial 
status  of  our  aged  population  are  very 
sketchy,  too  incomplete  to  derive  an  ac- 
curate picture. 


It  is  reasonable  to  say,  however,  that  a 
good  many  older  persons  lack  the  where- 
withal to  buy  comprehensive  health 
insurance. 

The  pending  Health  Insurance  65 
amendment  recognizes  that  the  primary 
problem  of  health  insurance  for  the  aged 
is  a  financing  problem.  Health  Insur- 
ance 65  offers  Federal  financial  assist- 
ance to  everyone  age  65  who  has  a  health 
insurance  policy  providing  at  least  the 
coverage  specified  in  the  amendment. 

Under  this,  the  Federal  Government 
would  provide  cash  payments  to  help  pay 
the  premiums  of  such  insurance. 

The  amount  of  cash  payment  would  be 
whichever  is  large — one-half  the  annual 
premium  of  the  policy  or  $75  if  the  policy 
provides  short-term  illness  benefits  or 
$90  if  the  policy  provides  long-term  ill- 
ness benefits. 

A  policy  providing  short-term  benefits 
must  include  up  to  45  days  of  inpatient 
hospital  services  at  up  to  $30  a  day;  nurs- 
ing home  care  up  to  90  days  up  to  $15  a 
day  after  transfer  from  a  hospital  stay  of 
at  least  72  hours;  up  to  $200  in  surgical 
services;  up  to  three  visits  to  doctors' 
offices  at  up  to  $5  per  visit;  up  to  $60  in 
outpatient  hospital  services,  including 
diagnostic,  X-ray,  and  laboratory  serv- 
ices ;  outpatient  surgical  services ;  visiting 
nurse  services  of  up  to  10  days. 

Long-term  illness  benefits  required 
would  be  up  to  75  days  of  inpatient  hos- 
pital services  at  up  to  $0  a  day;  up  to 
150  days  of  nursing  home  care  at  up 
to  $15  a  day  upon  transfer  from  a  hos- 
pital stay  of  at  least  72  hours;  up  to 
$300  in  surgical  services;  up  to  five  visits 
to  a  doctor's  office  up  to  $5  per  visit; 
up  to  $90  of  outpatient  hospital  services, 
including  diagnostic,  X-ray,  and  labora- 
tory services;  outpatient  surgical  serv- 
ices; visiting  nurses  services  for  up  to 
30  days. 

Additional  benefits  could  of  course  be 
provided  by  the  insurer. 

Among  the  protections  provided  in  the 
bill  for  those  past  65  are  first,  approval 
of  policies  as  qualified  by  the  Secretary 
of  Heatlh,  Education,  and  Welfare;  sec- 
ond, any  insurance  carrier  must  offer  a 
choice  between  an  approved  short-term 
illness  benefit  policy  and  a  long-term  ill- 
ness benefit  policy;  policies  must  be 
offered  to  everyone  age  65  or  over  re- 
siding in  the  areas  the  carrier  serves; 
third,  must  be  guaranteed  renewable; 
fourth,  premium  changes  must  apply  to 
all  subscribers  past  65  regardless  of  their 
health;  and  fifth,  no  premium  changes 
can  be  made  for  1  year  following  the  date 
a  subscriber  buys  the  policy. 

To  be  actuarially  sound,  such  policies 
issued  by  private  carriers  would,  we  have 
been  advised,  require  annual  premiums 
of  $150  for  the  short-term  illness  bene- 
fits and  $180  for  the  long-term  illness 
benefits. 

It  is  estimated  that  the  maximum  cost 
of  this  program  dur  ing  the  first  year  of 
operation  would  be  $1.1  billion  to  the 
Federal  Treasury.  This  assumes  that  80 
percent  of  all  aged  citizens  would  par- 
ticipate. In  Hawaii  there  will  be  about 
31,000  persons  past  65  by  next  year. 
With  an  80-percent  participation  rate, 
this  would  mean  about  25,000  of  our  elder 


citizens  would  benefit  under  health  in- 
surance 65. 

The  second  assumption  for  purposes 
of  obtaining  the  maximum  cost  estimate 
is  that  all  would  buy  the  long-term  ill- 
ness benefits  policy — in  other  words,  the 
more  expensive  policy.  Probably  this 
would  not  happen,  but  for  purposes  of 
estimating  the  outermost  limit  of  cost, 
this  assumption  was  used. 

The  advantages  of  health  insurance  65 
are  numerous. 

Persons  past  65  who  buy  qualified 
short-  or  long-term  illness  health  insur- 
ance are  assured  of  financial  assistance 
toward  the  premiums. 

They  have  freedom  of  choice  to  buy 
policies  offering  more  than  the  benefits 
prescribed  under  this  bill,  all  according 
to  their  wishes  and  their  pocketbooks. 
Freedom  of  choice  is  the  American  way. 

By  helping  pay  the  premium  charges, 
more  aged  persons  will  be  able  to  buy 
at  least  the  benefits  prescribed  in  this 
bill.  These  benefit  packages  are  bal- 
anced and  related  to  needs  and  wants 
of  people  in  this  age  bracket.  More  aged 
persons  will  be  able  to  buy  even  more 
comprehensive  insurance — up  to  $90 
more. 

Requiring  policies  to  be  guaranteed  re- 
newable could  give  policyholders  a  great 
sense  of  comfort  and  peace  of  mind. 

Barring  rate  increases  for  1  year  after 
a  subscriber  obtains  a  policy  also  is 
added  protection.  Obviously,  it  is  im- 
possible to  guarantee  against  rises  in 
premiums  for  more  than  a  year.  If  costs 
of  providing  medical  care  rise,  premiums 
will  have  to  rise.  Any  health  insurance 
system,  social  security  or  otherwise, 
would  have  to  adjust  to  increased  costs 
of  providing  health  care. 

By  operating  through  the  mechanics 
of  Blue  Cross  and  other  private  health 
insurance,  this  vital  industry,  which  pro- 
vides many  jobs,  will  be  strengthened  so 
as  to  serve  better  not  only  the  aged  but 
other  groups  as  well.  Already  a  highly 
competitive  industry,  this  will  remain  so 
under  this  plan. 

We  know  keen  competition  in  Insur- 
ance benefits  consumers  through  im- 
proved coverage  and  by  helping  to  keep 
premiums  in  line  with  costs. 

There  is  no  income  test  under  this  bill 
and  no  means  test.  Everyone  past  65 
who  wants  insurance  can  pay  at  least 
half  the  premium  of  the  two  basic  insur- 
ance packages  qualifies. 

By  financing  health  insurance  65  out 
of  general  revenues  of  the  Treasury,  the 
cost,  $1.1  billion  in  the  first  year,  is  dis- 
tributed as  fairly  as  we  know  how — just 
as  fairly  as  the  income  tax  burden  is  dis- 
tributed; for  general  revenues  consist 
primarily  of  income  taxes,  and  income 
taxes  are  based  upon  ability  to  pay. 

Instead  of  saddling  just  wage  earners 
with  the  cost,  as  any  social  security  fi- 
nanced plan  does,  health  insurance  65 
would  spread  the  cost  among  all  those 
who  have  enough  income  from  whatever 
source  to  pay  income  tax  after  personal 
exemptions  and  allowable  deductions. 

Social  security  taxes  are  levied  only  on 
wages  and  on  first  dollars  of  wages.  No 
deductions  or  exemptions  are  allowed,  so 
the  little  wage  earner  is  really  hit  hard. 
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Social  security  financing  of  medical 
care  for  the  aged  is  grossly  unfair.  The 
$5,200-a-year  clerk  would  pay  as  much 
social  security  tax  as  the  $50,000  corpo- 
ration executive. 

It  would  be  especially  unfair  to  young 
people,  struggling  to  feed,  clothe,  house, 
and  educate  their  children  and  protect 
them  currently  with  medical  insurance, 
to  be  forced  to  shoulder  at  the  same  time 
the  tax  for  hospital  insurance  for  the 
aged. 

Through  all  their  working  years, 
America's  working  men  and  women 
would  be  compelled  to  pay  a  social  se- 
curity health  insurance  tax,  yet  receive 
none  of  the  benefits  for  themselves  un- 
til they  reached  age  65.  Should  they 
die  before  age  65,  they  would  receive 
nothing  for  all  their  payments. 

Under  the  social  security  financed  in- 
surance plan  of  the  administration,  even 
those  of  the  blind,  the  handicapped,  the 
domestic  workers,  and  the  farmworkers 
who  pay  social  security  taxes  would  be 
taxed  to  pay  for  health  care  of  the  well- 
to-do. 

Meantime,  40  percent  of  all  taxable 
income  in  the  United  States  on  which  no 
social  security  tax  is  levied  would  escape 
any  responsibility  whatsoever  to  help  in 
this  problem,  including  the  income  of  9 
million  American  workers  not  in  the  so- 
cial security  system. 

Another  advantage  of  the  health  in- 
surance 65  plan  is  that  it  is  entirely  fed- 
erally financed.  States  do  not  have  to 
share  the  cost.  Hopefully,  this  would  al- 
low States  to  liberalize  Kerr-Mills  and 
other  Federal  programs  for  those  aged 
who  cannot  buy  policies  under  health  in- 
surance 65. 

Finally,  administration  of  this  pro- 
gram would  be  relatively  uncomplicated. 
It  would  be  simple  for  policyholders  to 
understand. 

This  is  probably  the  least  revolution- 
ary of  all  the  pending  proposals  to  help 
the  aged  meet  the  cost  of  medical  care. 

It  comes  close  to  meeting  the  kinds  of 
medical  care  needed  by  citizens  in  this 
age  group. 

It  is  one  of  the  least  costly  programs, 
and  the  cost  burden  is  spread  among  our 
national  community  according  to  ability 
to  pay. 

In  conclusion,  this  plan  merits  serious 
consideration.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  health  insurance  65. 

In  conclusion,  this  plan  merits  serious 
consideration.  I  urge  my  colleagues  to 
support  "Health  Insurance  65." 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  name  of  the 
junior  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  of  my 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  now  yield  to  the  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Is  the  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  going  to  speak  on 
this  amendment? 

Mr.  SCOTT.  He  is. 


Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  glad  to  join  the  distinguished  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania.  This  amend- 
ment is  an  excellent  approach  to  pro- 
vide health  care  for  the  aged.  The  Sen- 
ator from  Pennsylvania  has  always  had 
the  well-being  of  older  Americans  at 
heart,  and  retired  people  know  he  will 
always  be  their  friend. 

I  also  compliment  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong], 
who  is  a  true  champion  of  the  aged.  His 
work  on  the  Subcommittee  on  Health  of 
the  Special  Committee  on  Aging  and  his 
dedicated  efforts  on  behalf  of  retired 
people  will  never  be  forgotten. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  additional  Fed- 
eral legislation  is  needed  to  aid  older 
people  to  finance  comprehensive  health 
protection.  The  Scott  amendment,  of 
which  I  am  a  cosponsor,  would  provide 
such  a  program  with  the  Federal  share 
paid  out  of  general  revenues  of  the 
Treasury.  This  is  the  fair  way  to  dis- 
tribute the  cost  of  a  health  care  program. 

When  medical  care  for  the  aged  is 
financed  through  the  social  security 
system,  the  burden  is  placed  very  heavily 
on  wage  earners,  regardless  of  their  in- 
come or  ability  to  pay.  A  young  clerk 
would  pay  as  much  social  security  tax 
as  a  $50,000-a-year  corporation  execu- 
tive. 

Also,  40  percent  of  all  taxable  income 
in  the  United  States  on  which  there  is 
no  social  security  tax  would  escape  any 
responsibility  whatsoever  to  help  out  in 
providing  medical  care. 

The  Scott  amendment,  which  I  sup- 
port, would  permit  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment to  make  payments  toward  the  cost 
of  a  private  health  insurance  policy  for 
each  older  person — the  policy  of  his 
choice — and  one  that  could  not  be  can- 
celed. 

The  Scott  proposal  would  permit  Fed- 
eral help  to  share  the  heavy  burden  of 
surgical  benefits  and  the  cost  of  visits 
to  the  doctor  through  a  voluntary  insur- 
ance program. 

Medicare  through  social  security  does 
not  cover  the  cost  of  surgery  and  other 
important  items;  and,  furthermore, 
under  the  social  security  approach  if  one 
chooses  the  wrong  type  of  health  care 
plan,  he  is  stuck  with  it  and  cannot 
change  it. 

Under  the  Scott  freedom-of -choice 
plan,  one  can  have  a  short  term  illness 
policy  or  a  long  term  illness  policy,  and 
he  can  change  back  and  forth  from  year 
to  year  as  his  health  circumstances  re- 
quire. 

Because  I  believe  that  the  cost  of  a 
health  care  program  for  the  aged  should 
be  paid  for  by  all  taxpayers,  not  just 
young  workers  on  low  incomes,  I  support 
the  Scott  amendment  and  oppose  the 
tax-on-the-poor  approach. 

Because  I  believe  that  a  health  pro- 
gram for  the  aged  should  deal  with  surgi- 
cal benefits  as  well  as  hospital  benefits, 
I  support  the  Scott  amendment  and  I 
oppose  the  social  security  approach. 

Because  I  believe  that  an  older  person 
should  have  the  right  to  choose  his  health 
plan  and  change  it  from  time  to  time,  I 
supported  the  Scott  amendment  and  I 


opposed  the  rigid,  less  flexible  social 
security  method. 

Mr.  FONG.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
say  a  few  words  of  commendation  for 
my  colleagues  from  Pennsylvania  and 
Vermont  [Mr.  Scott  and  Mr.  Prouty]. 
They  have  been  in  the  forefront  in  ef- 
forts to  help  our  aged  citizens  meet  their 
medical  needs. 

Their  cosponsorship  of  the  "health  in- 
surance 65"  plan  is  another  example  of 
their  active  interest  in,  and  concern  for, 
the  18  million  Americans  over  age  65. 

They  deserve  great  credit  for  their  ef- 
forts to  meet  what  is  a  real  need  of  mil- 
lions of  older  Americans.  In  this  am3nd- 
ment  they  seek  to  help  those  past  65  to 
obtain  comprehensive  health  insurance 
coverage  to  protect  them  against  costly 
illness. 

They  have  both  offered  an  amendment 
to  raise  the  earnings  limit  on  social  se- 
curity recipients  from  the  present  $1,200 
limit  to  $2,400  before  any  of  the  recipients 
would  lose  any  of  their  social  security 
benefits. 

I  am  happy  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  the 
amendment. 

The  people  of  Pennsylvania  and  of 
Vermont  should  know  of  the  magnificent 
work  being  done  by  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  and  the  Sen- 
ator from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  am  most 
grateful  for  the  cosponsorship  of  my  pro- 
posal by  the  distinguished  Senators  from 
Hawaii  and  Vermont.  Their  interest  in 
health  care  has  been  manifest  during 
their  entire  service  in  the  Congress. 
Their  contributions  to  the  development 
of  this  particular  freedom -of -choice  pro- 
posal, as  I  think  it  was  very  well  called 
by  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]  have  been  invaluable. 

I  am  most  grateful  for  that  and  for 
their  continued  interest  in  seeking  to 
find  the  best  way  to  preserve  the  freedom 
of  the  individual  and  at  the  same  time 
to  meet  the  undeniable  needs  of  our  sen- 
ior citizens,  who  may  be  confronted  by 
the  disastrous  shadow  of  illness. 

Summarizing,  in  conclusion,  my  pro- 
posal has. these  advantages,  as  I  see  them, 
over  all  the  other  proposals  discussed. 

First,  I  believe  it  is  the  only  proposal 
which  offers  both  short-term  and  long- 
term  care. 

Second,  by  virtue  of  the  contributory 
aspect  of  the  policy  provisions  contained 
therein  between  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  the  individual,  it  preserves 
intact  the  principle  of  free  medicine 
and  adds  to  that  "readily  available." 

Finally,  it  would  cost  a  great  less  than 
the  proposal  earlier  considered  today. 

Therefore,  with  all  these  merits,  I 
should  think  it  logical  that  it  should  pre- 
vail.   I  hope  it  wilL 

Further,  Mr.  President,  deponent  saith 
not  at  this  time.    I  ask  for  a  vote. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  applaud  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania on  his  purpose  in  trying  to  help 
those  who  are  not  covered  under  the 
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social  security  program  in  the  bill  and 
to  provide  medical  care  for  them. 

However,  this  matter  should  receive 
much  more  study  than  the  Senate  could 
give  it  today.  The  estimate  is  that,  if 
everyone  took  advantage  of  the  program, 
the  cost  would  be  an  additional  $1,252- 
000,000.  That  would  be  in  addition  to 
what  has  been  voted  already  today. 

I  believe  the  Senator  will  agree  that, 
having  voted  for  the  far-reaching  Gore- 
Anderson  amendment  today,  we  should 
not  embark  at  this  time  on  anything  so 
large  as  this  amendment,  with  the  great 
cost  that  it  would  involve. 

This  is  a  matter  that  should  be  studied 
by  the  committee  after  we  have  an  op- 
portunity to  bring  back  from  conference 
the  Gore-Anderson  amendment,  and  to 
see  what  bur  experience  will  be  under 
the  Kerr-Mills  program,  as  well  as  under 
the  program  the  Senate  has  voted  today. 

At  that  time  we  shall  be  able  to  see  in 
which  direction  the  Senate  should  pro- 
ceed in  providing  additional  medical  care. 
Therefore,  reluctantly,  I  must  ask  that 
the  Senate  reject  the  amendment  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
take  only  a  minute.  One  of  my  pur- 
poses in  offering  the  amendment  is  to 
permit  the  conferees  to  consider  various 
opportunities  available  to  them.  If 
what  we  read  about  the  mood  of  the 
other  House  is  correct,  it  is  most  unlikely 
that  any  proposal  involving  this  kind  of 
additional  burden  under  the  social  secu- 
rity system  will  be  adopted  at  this  ses- 
sion of  Congress. 

I  do  not  believe  in  favoring  something 
which  I  am  convinced  has  no  chance  of 
passage.  The  conferees  might  find  in 
my  proposed  program  a  way  out  of  a 
series  of  dilemmas  confronting  them  in 
an  extremely  serious  problem. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott]. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  offer  the  amendment  which  I 
send  to  the  desk. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  not  be  read,  but  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment,  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  is  as  follows : 

At  the  proper  place  in  the  bill  add  the  fol- 
lowing new  section: 

"increase  in  amount  an  individual  is  per- 
mitted to  earn  without  suffering  deduc- 
tions FROM  BENEFITS 

"Sec.  1.  (a)(1)  Paragraphs  (1),  (3),  and 
(4)  (B)  of  subsection  (f)  of  section  203  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  are  each  amended  by 
striking  out  '$100'  wherever  it  appears  there- 
in and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '$125'. 

"(2)  The  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (3) 
of  such  subsection  (f)  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  '$500'  each  place  it  appears  therein 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '$1,500'. 

"(b)  Paragraph  (1)  (A)  of  subsection  (h) 
of  section  203  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  '$100'  and  Inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  '$125'. 


"(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  effective,  in  the  case  of  any 
individual,  with  respect  to  taxable  years  of 
such  individual  ending  after  1964." 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  This  amend- 
ment is  a  portion  of  the  Long-Carlson- 
Smathers  amendment  which  was  strick- 
en with  the  adoption  of  the  Gore  amend- 
ment. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  spon- 
sor of  the  amendment,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  and  his  supporters  had  no 
real  conviction  about  striking  this  por- 
tion of  the  amendment.  They  merely 
felt  it  necessary  to  do  so  in  order  prop- 
erly to  draft  their  amendment. 

The  pending  amendment  would  pro- 
vide that  a  person  could  earn  $1,500 
without  suffering  a  reduction  in  his  so- 
cial security  benefits,  and  that  he  could 
earn  an  additional  $1,500,  and  have  his 
social  security  benefit  reduced  by  only 
50  percent.  Therefore  he  would  get  $750 
of  the  second  $1,500. 

Some  years  ago  the  same  principle  was 
voted  by  the  Senate,  namely,  to  increase 
the  earning  limitation  to  $1,800.  That 
would  have  cost  substantially  more  than 
the  amendment  we  are  offering.  The 
House  would  not  accept  that  amend- 
ment, although  a  liberalization  was  made 
over  the  then  existing  law. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  House  will 
accept  the  amendment,  or  a  part  of  it. 
I  know  there  is  some  sympathy  for  it  in 
the  House  at  this  time.  I  do  not  believe 
there  is  any  objection  to  it  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
proud  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  the  amend- 
ment. If  we  wish  to  do  something  for 
people  who  are  in  the  situation  where 
the  cost  of  living  has  greatly  increased 
and  retirement  income  and  social  secu- 
rity benefits  have  not  increased,  this  is 
an  opportunity  to  help  such  persons.  I 
hope  the  amendment  will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  join  the  Senator  in 
pressing  his  amendment.  I  hope  he  will 
allow  me  to  join  as  a  cosponsor  of  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  name  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  Florida  may  be  added  as  a  co- 
sponsor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  let  me  share  in  this? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  wish  to 
include  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore]  as  a  cosponsor.  I  am  happy  to 
include  the  Senator,  because  it  was  the 
Senator's  amendment  that  struck  this 
amendment  in  the  first  place. 

I  also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  add 
the  name  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin]  as  a  cosponsor  of 
the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  adding  to  the 
argument  in  favor  of  the  amendment  I 
merely  wish  to  say  that  I  suspect  that 
my  State  of  Florida  has  as  large  a  per- 
centage of  elderly  people  living  within 
its  borders  as  any  other  State  in  the 
Union,  if  not  the  largest. 


I  have  received  more  complaints  from 
retired  people  about  this  feature  than  I 
have  about  the  medicare  provision. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  thank  the  Senator.  I  read  a  very 
interesting  article  the  other  day  which 
dealt  with  our  having  a  new  class  of 
society.  It  is  a  class  of  retired  people 
who  live  in  Florida  in  the  wintertime 
and  in  northern  areas  in  the  summer- 
time. They  find  jobs  that  pay  enough 
to  supplement  their  social  security  in- 
come, and  enough  for  them  to  be  very 
happy  in  doing  the  kind  of  work  that 
would  appeal  to  a  retired  person,  and  the 
kind  of  work  that  a  doctor  would  recom- 
mend to  keep  a  retired  person  active. 
The  amendment  would  help  those  indi- 
viduals. The  cost  is  something  that  is 
well  within  the  means  of  the  program.  I 
believe  it  would  be  a  great  improvement. 
I  only  wish  that  without  great  cost  we 
could  make  it  possible  for  a  person  to 
earn  any  amount,  but  it  is  not  feasible  to 
do  so  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
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SOCIAL    SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  old-age,  surviv- 
ors, and  disability  insurance  system,  to 
provide  child's  insurance  benefits  beyond 
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age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  wid- 
ow's benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis, 
to  provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals 
not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  im- 
prove the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  send  an  amendment  to  the  desk. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  its  read- 
ing be  dispensed  with  and  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

At  the  proper  place  in  the  bill  it  is 
proposed  to  insert  the  following: 

REMOVAL  OF  LIMITATIONS  ON  FEDERAL  PARTICI- 
PATION IN  ASSISTANCE  TO  AGED  INDIVIDUALS 
WITH  TUBERCULOSIS  OR  MENTAL  DISEASE 

Sec.  17.  (a)(1)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  6.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
the  term  'old-age  assistance'  means  money 
payments  to,  or  (if  provided  in  or  after  the 
third  month  before  the  month  in  which  the 
recipient  makes  application  for  assistance) 
medical  care  In  behalf  of  or  any  type  of 
remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law  in 
behalf  of,  needy  individuals  who  are  sixty- 
five  years  of  age  or  older,  but  does  not  in- 
clude any  such  payments  to  or  care  in  behalf 
of  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a 
public  institution  (except  as  a  patient  in 
a  medical  institution ) .  Such  term  also 
includes  payments  which  are  not  included 
within  the  meaning  of  such  term  under  the 
preceding  sentence,  but  which  would  be  so 
included  except  that  they  are  made  on  be- 
half of  such  a  needy  individual  to  another 
individual  who  (as  determined  in  accord- 
ance with  standards  prescribed  by  the  Sec- 
retary) is  interested  in  or  concerned  with 
the  welfare  of  such  needy  individual,  but 
only  with  respect  to  a  State  whose  State  plan 
approved  under  section  2  includes  provision 
for— 

"(A)  determination  by  the  State  agency 
that  such  needy  individual  has,  by  reason 
of  his  physical  or  mental  condition,  such 
inability  to  manage  funds  that  making  pay- 
ments to  him  would  be  contrary  to  his  wel- 
fare and,  therefore,  it  is  necessary  to  pro- 
vide such  assistance  through  payments  de- 
scribed in  this  sentence; 

"(B)  undertaking  and  continuing  special 
efforts  to  protect  the  welfare  of  such  indi- 
vidual and  to  improve,  to  the  extent  pos- 
sible, his  capacity  for  self-care  and  to  man- 
age funds; 

"(C)  periodic  review  by  such  State  agen- 
cy of  the  determination  under  clause  (A) 
to  ascertain  whether  conditions  justifying 
such  determination  still  exist,  with  provision 
for  termination  of  such  payments  if  they 
do  not  and  for  seeking  judicial  appoint- 
ment of  a  guardian  or  other  legal  representa- 
tive, as  described  in  section  1111,  if  and 
when  it  appears  that  such  action  will  best 
serve  the  interests  of  such  needy  individual; 
and 

"(D)  opportunity  for  a  fair  hearing  be- 
fore the  State  agency  on  the  determina- 
tion referred  to  in  clause  (A)  for  any  indi- 
vidual with  respect  to  whom  it  is  made." 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  6  is 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows 
clause  (12)  thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "except  that  such 
term  does  not  include  any  such  payments 
with  respect  to  care  or  services  for  any  in- 
dividual who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  in- 
stitution (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical 
institution) ." 

(b)(1)  Section  1605(a)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1605.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  ti- 
tle, the  term  'aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  dis- 
abled' means  money  payments  to,  or  (if  pro- 


vided in  or  after  the  third  month  before 
the  month  in  which  the  recipient  makes  ap- 
plication for  aid)  medical  care  in  behalf  of 
or  any  type  of  remedial  care  recognized  un- 
der State  law  in  behalf  of,  needy  individuals 
who  are  65  years  of  age  or  older,  are  blind, 
or  are  18  years  of  age  or  over  and  permanent- 
ly and  totally  disabled,  but  such  term  does 
not  include — 

"(1)  in  the  case  of  any  individual,  any 
such  payments  to  or  care  in  behalf  of  any 
individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  in- 
stitution (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical 
institution) ;  or 

"(2)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who 
has  not  attained  65  years  of  age — ■ 

"(A)  any  such  payments  to  or  care  in  be- 
half of  any  individual  who  is  a  patient  in 
an  institution  for  tuberculosis  or  mental  dis- 
eases, or 

"(B)  any  such  payments  to  any  individ- 
ual who  has  been  diagnosed  as  having  tu- 
berculosis or  psychosis  and  is  a  patient  in 
a  medical  institution  as  a  result  thereof, 
or 

"(C)  any  such  care  in  behalf  of  any  indi- 
vidual, who  is  a  patient  in  a  medical  institu- 
tion as  a  result  of  a  diagnosis  that  he  has 
tuberculosis  or  psychosis,  with  respect  to  any 
period  after  the  individual  has  been  a  patient 
in  such  an  institution,  as  a  result  of  such 
diagnosis,  for  forty-two  days. 
Such  term  also  includes  payments  which  are 
not  included  within  the  meaning  of  such 
term  under  the  preceding  sentence,  but 
which  would  be  so  included  except  that  they 
are  made  on  behalf  of  such  a  needy  individ- 
ual to  another  individual  who  (as  deter- 
mined in  accordance  with  standards  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary)  is  interested  in  or 
concerned  with  the  welfare  of  such  needy 
individual,  but  only  with  respect  to  a  State 
whose  State  plan  approved  under  section 
1602  includes  provision  for — 

"(A)  determination  by  the  State  agency 
that  such  needy  individual  has,  by  reason  of 
his  physical  or  mental  condition,  such  in- 
ability to  manage  funds  that  making  pay- 
ments to  him  would  be  contrary  to  his  wel- 
fare and,  therefore,  It  is  necessary  to  provide 
such  aid  through  payments  described  in  this 
sentence; 

"(B)  undertaking  and  continuing  special 
efforts  to  protect  the  welfare  of  such  individ- 
ual and  to  improve,  to  the  extent  possible, 
his  capacity  for  self-care  and  to  manage 
funds; 

"(C)  periodic  review  by  such  State  agency 
of  the  determination  under  clause  (A)  to 
ascertain  whether  conditions  justifying  such 
determination  still  exist,  with  provision  for 
termination  of  such  payments  if  they  do  not 
and  for  seeking  judicial  appointment  of  a 
guardian  or  other  legal  representative,  as 
described  in  section  1111,  if  and  when  it  ap- 
pears that  such  action  will  best  serve  the 
interests  of  such  needy  individual;  and 

"(D)  opportunity  for  a  fair  hearing  before 
the  State  agency  on  the  determination  re- 
ferred to  in  clause  (A)  for  any  individual 
with  respect  to  whom  it  is  made." 

(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  1605 
is  amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows 
clause  (12)  thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "except  that  such 
term  does  not  include  any  such  payments 
with  respect  to  care  or  services  for  any  indi- 
vidual who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  institu- 
tion (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  in- 
stitution) ." 

( c )  ( 1 )  Section  2(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended 
(A)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (10);  (B)  by  striking  out  the  pe- 
riod at  the  end  of  paragraph  (11)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon;  and  (C) 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraphs: 

"(12)  If  the  State  plan  includes  assistance 
to  or  in  behalf  of  patients  in  institutions  for 
tuberculosis  or  mental  diseases,  or  to  patients 


who  are  in  medical  institutions  as  a  result  of 
a  diagnosis  of  tuberculosis  or  psychosis — 

"(A)  provide  for  having  in  effect  agree- 
ments or  other  arrangements  with  the  State 
mental  health  authority  or  authorities,  and, 
where  appropriate,  with  such  institutions,  in- 
cluding arrangements  for  joint  planning,  de- 
velopment of  alternate  methods  of  care,  as- 
surance of  immediate  readmittance  to  in- 
stitutions where  needed  for  individuals  un- 
der alternate  plans  of  care,  allowing  access  to 
patients  and  facilities,  furnishing  informa- 
tion, and  making  reports,  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  enable  the  State  agency  to  carry  out 
its  responsibilities  under  the  State  plan. 

"(B)  provide  for  an  individual  plan  for 
each  such  patient  to  assure  that  the  institu- 
tional care  provided  to  him  is  in  his  best  in- 
terests, including,  to  that  end,  assurances 
that  there  will  be  initial  and  periodic  review 
of  his  medical  and  other  needs,  that  he  will 
be  given  appropriate  medical  treatment  with- 
in the  institution,  and  that  there  will  be  a 
periodic  determination  of  his  needs  for  con- 
tinued treatment  in  the  institution; 

"(C)  provide  for  the  development  of 
alternate  plans  of  care,  making  maximum 
utilization  of  available  resources,  for  recip- 
ients who  would  otherwise  need  care  in  such 
institutions,  including  appropriate  medical 
treatment  and  other  assistance;  for  services 
referred  to  in  section  3(a)(4)(A)  (i)  and 
(ii)  which  are  appropriate  for  such  recipients 
and  for  such  patients;  and  for  methods  of 
administration  necessary  to  assure  that  these 
provisions  will  be  effectively  carried  out;  and 

"(D)  provide  methods  of  determining  the 
reasonable  cost  of  institutional  care  for  such 
patients;  and 

"(13)  If  the  State  plan  includes  assist- 
ance to  or  on  behalf  of  patients  in  public 
institutions  for  mental  diseases,  show  that 
the  State  is  making  satisfactory  progress  to- 
ward developing  and  implementing  a  com- 
prehensive mental  health  program,  including 
provision  for  utilization  of  community  men- 
tal health  centers,  nursing  homes,  and  other 
alternatives  to  institutional  care." 

(2)  Section  3  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
subsection : 

"(e)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  section,  the  amount  deter- 
mined under  such  provisions  for  any  State 
for  any  quarter  which  is  attributable  to 
State  or  local  expenditures  with  respect  to 
patients  in  institutions  for  tuberculosis  or 
mental  diseases  shall  be  paid  only  to  the 
extent  that  the  State  makes  a  showing  satis- 
factory to  the  Secretary  that  it  has  increased 
total  Federal,  State,  and  local  expenditures 
for  mental  health  services  (including  pay- 
ments to  or  in  behalf  of  individuals  with 
mental  health  problems)  under  public 
health  and  public  welfare  programs  in  the 
State  for  such  quarter  over  the  average  of 
the  total  Federal,  State,  and  local  expendi- 
tures in  the  State  for  such  services  under 
such  programs  for  each  quarter  of  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964." 

(d)  (1)  Section  1602(a)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  (A)  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the 
end  of  paragraph  (14);  (B)  by  striking  out 
the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (15)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon;  and 
(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  paragraphs: 

"(16)  If  the  State  plan  includes  assistance 
to  or  in  behalf  of  individuals  sixty-five  years 
of  age  or  older  who  are  patients  in  insti- 
tutions for  tuberculosis  or  mental  diseases, 
or  to  individuals  sixty-five  years  of  age  or 
older  who  are  patients  in  medical  institu- 
tions as  a  result  of  a  diagnosis  of  tubercu- 
losis or  psychosis — 

"(A)  provide  for  having  in  effect  agree- 
ments or  other  arrangements  with  the  State 
mental  health  authority  or  authorities,  and. 
where  appropriate,  with  such  institutions, 
including  arrangements  for  joint  planning, 
development  of  alternate  methods  of  care. 
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assurance  of  immediate  readmittance  to 
institutions  where  needed  for  individuals 
under  alternate  plans  of  care,  allowing  access 
to  patients,  and  facilities,  furnishing  infor- 
mation, and  making  reports,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  State  agency  to 
carry  out  its  responsibilities  under  the  State 
plan. 

"(B)  provide  for  an  individual  plan  for 
each  such  patient  to  assure  that  the  insti- 
tutional care  provided  to  him  is  in  his  best 
interests,  including,  to  that  end,  assurances 
that  there  will  be  initial  and  periodic  review 
of  his  medical  and  other  needs,  that  he  will 
be  given  appropriate  medical  treatment 
within  the  institution,  and  that  there  will 
be  a  periodic  determination  of  his  need  for 
continued  treatment  in  the  institution; 

"(C)  provide  for  the  development  of  alter- 
nate plans  of  care,  making  maximum  utili- 
zation of  available  resources,  for  recipients 
who  would  otherwise  need  care  in  such  insti- 
tutions, including  appropriate  medical  treat- 
ment and  other  assistance;  for  services 
referred  to  in  section  1603(a)  (4)  (A)  (i)  and 
(ii)  which  are  appropriate  for  such  recipi- 
ents and  for  such  patients;  and  for  methods 
of  administration  necessary  to  assure  that 
these  provisions  will  be  effectively  carried 
out;  and 

"(D)  provide  methods  of  determining  the 
reasonable  cost  of  institutional  care  for  such 
patients;  and 

"(17)  If  the  State  plan  includes  assistance 
to  or  in  behalf  of  individuals  sixty-five  years 
of  age  or  older  who  are  patients  in  public 
institutions  for  mental  diseases,  show  that 
the  State  is  making  satisfactory  progress 
toward  developing  and  implementing  a  com- 
prehensive mental  health  program,  including 
provision  for  utilization  of  community 
mental  health  centers,  nursing  homes,  and 
other  alternatives  to  institutional  care." 

(2)  Section  1603  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(e)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  section,  the  amount  deter- 
mined under  such  provisions  for  any  State 
for  any  quarter  which  is  attributable  to  State 
or  local  expenditures  with  respect  to  indi- 
viduals sixty-five  years  of  age  or  older  who 
are  patients  in  institutions  for  tuberculosis 
or  mental  diseases  shall  be  paid  only  to  the 
extent  that  the  State  makes  a  showing 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  that  it  has  in- 
creased total  Federal,  State,  and  local  ex- 
penditures for  mental  health  services  (in- 
cluding payments  to  or  in  behalf  of  indi- 
viduals with  mental  health  problems)  under 
public  health  and  public  welfare  programs 
in  the  State  for  such  quarter  over  the  aver- 
age of  the  total  Federal,  State,  and  local 
expenditures  in  the  State  for  such  services 
under  such  programs  for  each  quarter  of 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964." 

INCREASED  FEDERAL  PAYMENTS  UNDER  PUBLIC 
ASSISTANCE  TITLES  OP  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY 
ACT 

Sec  18.  (a)  Section  3(a)(1)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  ( 1 )  by  striking  out, 
in  clause  (A),  "29/35"  and  "$35"  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "31/37"  and  "$37",  re- 
spectively; and  (2)  by  striking  out  clauses 
(B)  and  (C)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following: 

"(B)  the  larger  of  the  following: 
"(i)  (I)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  defined 
in  section  1101(a)(8))  of  the  amount  by 
which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  amount 
which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A), 
not  counting  so  much  of  such  excess  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 
of  $38  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of 
recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such 
month,  plus  (II)  15  per  centum  of  the  total 
of  the  sums  expended  during  such  quarter  as 
old-age  assistance  under  the  State  plan  in 
the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of 


remedial  care,  not  counting  so  much  of  any 
such  expenditure  with  respect  to  any  month 
as  exceeds  the  product  of  $15  multiplied  by 
the  total  number  of  recipients  of  old-age 
assistance  for  such  month,  or 

"(ii)(I)  the  Federal  medical  percentage 
(as  defined  in  section  6(c))  of  the  amount 
by  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  maxi- 
mum which  may  be  counted  under  clause 
(A),  not  counting  so  much  of  any  expendi- 
tures with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds 
(a)  the  product  of  $52  multiplied  by  the 
total  number  of  such  recipients  of  old-age 
assistance  for  such  month,  or  (b)  if  smaller, 
the  total  expended  as  old-age  assistance  in 
the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of 
remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month 
plus  the  product  of  $37  multiplied  by  such 
total  number  of  such  recipients,  plus  (II) 
the  Federal  percentage  of  the  amount  by 
which  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  dur- 
ing such  quarter  as  old-age  assistance  under 
the  State  plan  exceed  the  amount  which 
may  be  counted  under  clause  (A)  and  the 
preceding  provisions  of  this  clause  (B)(ii), 
not  counting  so  much  of  such  excess  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 
of  $38  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of 
such  recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such 
month; ". 

(b)  Section  1603(a)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  (1)  by  striking  out,  in  clause  (A), 
"29/35"  and  "$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "31/37"  and  "$37",  respectively;  and 
(2)  by  striking  out  clauses  (B)  and  (C)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(B)  the  larger  of  the  following: 
"(i)  (I)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  defined 
in  section  1101(a)(8))  of  the  amount  by 
which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  amount 
which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A), 
not  counting  so  much  of  such  excess  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 
of  $38  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  re- 
cipients of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled 
for  such  months,  plus  (II)  15  per  centum 
of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  during 
such  quarter  as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or 
disabled  under  the  State  plan  in  the  form  of 
medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care, 
not  counting  so  much  of  any  such  expendi- 
ture with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds 
the  product  of  $15  multiplied  by  the  total 
number  of  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged, 
blind,  or  disabled  for  such  month,  or 

"(ii)  (I)  the  Federal1  medical  percentage 
(as  defined  in  setcion  6(c))  of  the  amount 
by  which  such  expenditures  exceed  the 
maximum  which  may  be  counted  under 
clause  (A),  not  counting  so  much  of  any 
expenditures  with  respect  to  any  month  as 
exceeds  (a)  the  product  of  $52  multiplied  by 
the  total  number  of  such  recipients  of  aid 
to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for  such 
month,  or  (b)  if  smaller,  the  total  expended 
as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  in  the 
form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of  reme- 
dial care  with  respect  to  such  month  plus 
the  product  of  $37  multiplied  by  such  total 
number  of  such  recipients,  plus  (II)  the 
Federal  percentage  of  the  amount  by  which 
the  total  sums  expended  during  such  quar- 
ter as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  un- 
der the  State  plan  exceed  the  amount  which 
may  be  counted  under  clause  (A)  and  the 
preceding  provisions  of  this  clause  (B)(ii), 
not  counting  so  much  of  such  excess  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 
of  $38  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  re- 
cipients of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled 
for  such  month;" 

(c)  Section  403  (a)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  (1)  by  striking  out  "fourteen-sev- 
enteenths"  and  "$17"  in  clause  (A)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "five-sixths"  and 
"$18",  respectively;  and  (2)  by  striking  out 
"$30"  in  clause  (B)  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "$32". 

(d)  Section  1003(a)(1)  of  such  Act  Is 
amended  (1)  by  striking  out,  in  clause  (A), 


"29/35"  and  "$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  there- 
of "31/37"  and  "$35",  respectively;  and  (2) 
by  striking  out,  in  clause  (B) ,  "$70"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "$75". 

(e)  Section  1403(a)(1)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  (1)  by  striking  out,  in  clause  (A), 
"29/35"  and  "$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "31/37"  and  "$37",  respectively;  and 
(2)  by  striking  out,  in  clause  (B) ,  "$70"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$75". 

(f )  Sections  3,  403,  1003,  1403,  and  1603  of 
such  Act  are  each  amended  by  inserting  after 
subsection  (c)  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(d)  The  amount  determined  under  this 
section  for  any  State  for  any  quarter  shall 
be  reduced  to  the  extent  that — 

"(1)  the  excess  of  (A)  the  total  determined 
for  the  State  under  the  preceding  provi- 
sions of  this  section  for  such  quarter  over 
(B)  the  average  of  the  totals  determined  for 
the  State  under  this  section  for  each  quar- 
ter of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
is  greater  than, 

"(2)  the  excess  of  (A)  the  total  expendi- 
tures for  such  quarter  for  which  the  deter- 
mination is  being  made  under  the  State 
plan  approved  under  this  title  over  (B)  the 
average  of  the  total  expenditures  under  the 
State  plan  approved  under  this  title  for  each 
quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964." 

(g)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  apply  in  the  case  of  expenditures 
made  after  September  30,  1964,  under  a  State 
plan  approved  under  title  I,  IV,  X,  XIV,  or 
XVI  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Finance 
Committee  would  increase  public  welfare 
costs  by  about  $190  million.  One  of  the 
amendments  added  in  committee  would 
permit  the  Federal  Government  to  match 
the  States  for  an  additional  $5.  An- 
other amendment  added  in  committee 
would  provide  Federal  assistance  to  per- 
sons who  are  in  mental  and  tuberculosis 
institutions,  and  who  would  qualify  for 
Federal  medical  assistance  under  the 
Kerr-Mills  Act  or  under  the  old-age  as- 
sistance program,  but  for  the  fact  that 
they  are  institutionalized  in  mental  or 
tubercular  institutions.  As  worthwhile 
as  these  amendments  added  by  the  com- 
mittee -are,  it  is  now  believed  that  they 
can  be  further  improved  upon  here  in 
the  Senate  and  that  is  why  I  now  offer 
an  .amendment  which  contains  two 
major  parts.  This  first  part  of  this 
amendment  upon  which  I  have  worked 
with  the  help  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  was  orig- 
inally suggested  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson]  so 
as  to  guarantee  that  the  increased  finan- 
cial assistance  to  persons  in  mental  and 
tubercular  institutions  will  result  in  in- 
creased treatment.  It  will  mean  more 
doctors  and  more  treatment.  The  pur- 
pose and  direction  of  the  program  for 
the  mentally  sick  will  be  to  cure  the 
patients  and  release  them  from  the  in- 
stitutions, instead  of  requiring  them  to 
spend  the  rest  of  their  lives  in  them. 

This  first  part  of  the  pending  amend- 
ment embodies  the  provisions  of  section 
17  of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  commit- 
tee. In  addition,  it  provides  that  as  con- 
ditions for  Federal  participation  in  pay- 
ments on  behalf  of  mental  patients  in 
institutions  that  the  State  plan  under 
title  I  or  title  XVI  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  include  agreements  or  arrangements 
between  the  State  welfare  agency  and 
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the  mental  health  agency  to  assure  that 
there  is  an  individual  plan  for  the  treat- 
ment and  care  of  individual  patients; 
that  alternatives  to  institutional  care 
such  as  community  mental  health  cen- 
ters, nursing  homes,  and  so  forth,  are 
utilized  to  the  extent  appropriate;  that 
the  State  is  making  satisfactory  prog- 
ress in  developing  and  putting  into  ef- 
fect a  comprehensive  mental  health  pro- 
gram, and  similar  requirements  designed 
to  assure  that  the  additional  Federal 
funds  will  be  used  to  improve  care  of 
mental  patients  rather  than  replace 
existing  State  expenditures  with  Federal 
funds.  There  is  also  a  provision  that 
States  will  receive  no  more  in  Federal 
funds  because  of  this  section  than  they 
increase  their  expenditures  for  mental 
health  purposes  under  public  health  and 
public  welfare  programs. 

This  section  also  makes  provisions  for 
protective  payments  to  be  made  to  third 
persons  for  a  limited  period  of  time  in 
behalf  of  aged  persons  unable  to  manage 
money.  This  provision  should  make  un- 
necessary or  delay  in  many  instances  the 
need  for  formal  guardianship  or  institu- 
tional care. 

With  these  changes  the  1965  cost  of 
the  section  is  estimated  at  approximately 
$50  million,  a  $100  million  reduction  in 
the  cost  of  this  provision  as  reported  by 
the  committee. 

It  is  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  and  other  Senators  who  sup- 
port the  amendment  that  this  $100  mil- 
lion savings  should  be  applied  to  a  mod- 
est increase  in  the  public  welfare  bene- 
fits of  the  bill.  Otherwise,  many  States 
would  not  receive  any  welfare  benefit 
increase. 

The  second  part  of  the  amendment 
modifies  the  formulas  contained  in  sec- 
tion 18  of  the  bill,  increasing  the  Federal 
share  from  $29  for  the  first  $6  of  State 
funds  to  $31  for  the  first  $6  of  State 
funds.  The  $75  maximum  on  Federal 
participation  for  the  aged,  blind,  and 
disabled  and  the  special  medical  provi- 
sions are  in  effect  treated  the  same  way 
as  in  the  bill  reported  by  the  Finance 
Committee. 

In  addition  the  bill  increases  partici- 
pation from  $14  for  the  first  $3  of  State 
funds  to  $15  (%)  under  the  aid  to  fam- 
ilies with  dependent  children  program. 
This  maximum  amount  per  recipient  (on 
an  average  basis)  subject  to  Federal  par- 
ticipation under  the  AFDC  program  is 
increased  from  $30  to  32. 

A  provision  is  included  so  that  States 
will  not  receive  additional  Federal  funds 
except  to  the  extent  they  pass  them  on 
to  individual  recipients. 

The  estimated  cost  on  a  full  year  basis 
of  the  formula  changes  made  by  this  sec- 
tion is  approximately  $155  million.  The 
good  done  by  such  changes  would  be  of 
infinitely  greater  value. 

I  have  studied  the  proposal  carefully 
with  officials  of  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  They 
have  convinced  me  that  it  would  be  a 
more  effective  and  far  better  expendi- 
ture of  money  for  the  benefit  of  those 
who  need  assistance.  I  believe  this  is  the 
best  way  to  handle  the  program. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  be- 
lieve that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  merit  in 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  which  has  been  embodied  in 
the  Finance  Committee's  bill.  This 
amendment  would  remove  all  prohibi- 
tions under  the  public  assistance  pro- 
gram on  Federal  participation  in  the  cost 
of  care  of  persons  aged  65  or  over  who 
have  mental  diseases  or  tuberculosis. 
Since  the  passage  of  the  original  Social 
Security  Act  in  1935,  mental  disease  and 
tuberculosis  have  been  set  apart  from 
all  types  of  illness.  There  has  never  been 
Federal  financial  participation  in  pay- 
ments to  public  mental  or  tuberculosis 
hospitals.  Since  1950  when  we  began 
participating  directly  in  payments  made 
to  suppliers  of  medical  care,  there  has 
been  authority  to  pay  for  care  of  persons 
with  any  other  illness  but  not  for  those 
with  mental  disease  or  tuberculosis 
whether  in  public  or  private  institutions 
and  whether  those  institutions  are  for 
these  diseases  or  are  general  hospitals. 
In  1960  at  the  time  the  Kerr-Mills  pro- 
gram was  established  the  rules  were  re- 
laxed just  a  little  bit.  Up  to  42  days  of 
care  in  a  general  hospital  was  made  pos- 
sible for  mentally  ill  or  tuberculosis  pa- 
tients under  the  old-age  assistance  and 
medical  assistance  for  the  aged  programs 
but  we  still  prohibit  long-term  care 
and/or  care  in  institutions  specializing 
in  these  two  diseases. 

We  have  made  great  strides  in  the  field 
of  mental  disease  and  in  the  field  of 
tuberculosis.  I  am  proud  of  the  role  in 
which  my  great  State  of  Kansas  has 
played  in  the  treatment  and  cure  of  the 
mentally  ill.  With  the  Menninger  Clinic 
and  other  excellent  facilities,  I  feel  that 
we  have  done  much  not  only  for  Kansas 
but  for  the  country.  I  am  convinced  that 
the  time  has  come  that  these  diseases 
should  no  longer  be  set  apart  from 
others  but  should  be  made  subject  to  the 
same  laws  that  apply  in  any  other  type  of 
illness. 

The  need  for  flexibility  in  care  of  per- 
sons who  are  aged  is  even  greater  than  in 
other  age  groups.  Whether  an  individual 
of  advanced  years  is  merely  senile  or  has 
a  mental  disease  is  a  fine  line  and  it  may 
be  appropriate  for  him  at  one  time  to  be 
in  a  mental  institution  and  at  another 
to  be  in  a  nursing  home,  his  own  home, 
or  in  some  other  arrangement.  It  is 
therefore  particularly  appropriate  that 
the  restrictions  be  withdrawn  for  the 
aged  groups  by  the  Senator's  amendment. 

However,  we  would  be  sure  that  any 
Federal  funds  the  States  receive  by  rea- 
son of  this  amendment  are  used  to  pro- 
vide improved  care  and  not  simply  to 
replace  State  dollars.  I  believe  that  there 
are  a  number  of  safeguards  that  can  and 
should  be  placed  around  the  amendment 
that  will  produce  this  result  and  that  will 
secure  better  care  for  aged  persons. 

One  step  that  would  help  materially  is 
to  authorize  protective  payments  for 
aged  persons  who  cannot  manage  money. 
These  payments  would  be  made  to  a 
third  person  concerned  with  the  welfare 
of  the  aged  individual  and  would  in  many 
instances  prevent  or  postpone  necessity 
for  institutional  care  or  formal  guardian- 
ship. 


It  is  important  that  the  State  welfare 
agency  have  agreements  with  the  mental 
hospitals  to  permit  joint  planning  so  that 
persons  may  be  moved  in  or  out  of  the  in- 
stitutions according  to  their  needs  and 
to  assure  that  there  are  alternatives 
available  when  institutional  care  is  not 
needed. 

There  should  be  a  plan  fitted  to  the 
needs  of  each  individual  who  is  in  an  in- 
stitution to  assure  that  he  will  be  given 
appropriate  medical  treatment  and  that 
his  need  for  care  in  an  institution  is 
periodically  reviewed  and  that  the  plan 
is  modified  as  his  own  situation  may  dic- 
tate. There  should  be  provision  for 
maximum  utilization  of  alternative  plans 
of  care  and  of  available  resources  and 
for  such  medical  and  social  services  as 
are  appropriate  for  the  individual 
whether  he  is  in  an  institution  or  under 
some  other  plan  of  care. 

Provisions  for  administration  of  such 
a  program  also  require  attention.  States 
that  chose  to  use  it  should  establish 
methods  of  determining  the  reasonable 
cost  of  institutional  care  for  these  aged 
patients  and  assure  that  they  have  ad- 
ministrative machinery  which  will  effec- 
tively carry  out  the  purposes  of  the 
amendment. 

We  have  made  great  progress  in  alter- 
natives to  the  traditional  large  State 
mental  hospitals.  Last  year  we  author- 
ized construction  of  community  mental 
health  centers  to  help  treat  and  bring 
back  to  their  own  communities  many 
mental  patients.  We  have  authorized 
funds  for  comprehensive  community 
mental  health  planning.  It  is  therefore 
reasonable  that  if  States  are  to  receive 
funds  under  the  new  program  that  the 
amendment  would  authorize  that  they 
show  they  are  developing  and  implement- 
ing a  comprehensive  mental  health  plan. 

Finally,  I  believe  that  the  amendment 
should  include  language  to  assure  that 
States  will  not  receive  more  in  Federal 
funds  than  their  increases  in  expendi- 
tures for  mental  health  purposes  under 
their  public  health  and  public  welfare 
programs. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
on  his  amendment  which  represents  a 
constructive  step  forward  in  mental 
health  and  in  public  welfare. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  amend- 
ment has  been  checked  thoroughly,  I 
shall  not  only  support  it,  but  shall  sup- 
port it  enthusiastically.  I  hope  it  will 
be  approved  by  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, since  the  Senator  from  Kansas  did 
not  state  it  himself,  I  should  like  to  have 
the  Record  show  that  when  he  was  Gov- 
ernor of  Kansas,  he  made  the  medical 
and  health  program  of  his  State  one  of 
the  outstanding  programs  of  the  Nation. 
The  improvements  he  made  there  have 
served  as  a  model  of  how  States  should 
go  about  making  more  effective  expendi- 
tures of  State  funds  for  the  purpose  of 
improving  mental  health.  I  salute  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  for  those  mea- 
sures, which  help  the  mentally  ill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
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Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  on  be- 
half of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr. 
Morton]  and  myself,  I  send  to  the  desk 
an  amendment  and  ask  that  it  be  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr. 
Salinger  in  the  chair) .  The  amendment 
will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  proper 
place  in  the  bill  it  is  proposed  to  insert 
the  following: 

Section  16(a)  of  H.R.  11865,  Social  Secu- 
rity Amendments  of  1964,  is  amended  (1)  by 
inserting  immediately  after  "chapter,"  in 
line  23,  page  51,  the  following:  "or  under 
the  first  sentence  of  section  9(b)  of  the  Vet- 
erans' Pension  Act  of  1959,";  (2)  by  striking 
out  "under  this  chapter,  so  much"  in  line  5, 
page  52,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  5 
per  centum";  and  (3)  by  striking  out  all 
after  "benefit"  in  line  6,  page  52,  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "as  increased  by  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1964." 

Section  16(b)  of  H.R.  11865,  Social  Secu- 
rity Amendments  of  1964,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "first"  in  line  11,  page  52,  and 
inserting  "second"  in  lieu  thereof. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  my  re- 
marks are  based  upon  a  statement  sub- 
mitted to  me  by  the  Veterans'  Admin- 
istration. 

On  August  17, 1964,  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  ordered  favorably  reported 
with  amendments  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964,  H.R.  11865.  Sec- 
tion 16  of  the  bill  as  reported  is  based 
on  an  amendment  proposed  by  Senator 
Prouty  and  others,  and  is  designed  to 
protect  persons  who  are  receiving  pen- 
sion payments  from  the  Veterans'  Ad- 
ministration, along  with  social  security 
benefits,  from  loss  or  reduction  of  pen- 
sion as  a  result  of  the  5 -percent  across- 
the-board  increases  provided  by  H.R. 
11865. 

On  August  19,  1964,  during  a  hear- 
ing before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance on  H.R.  1927,  involving  certain  lib- 
eralizations in  the  Veterans'  Administra- 
tion pension  laws,  there  arose  questions 
as  to  whether  section  16  of  H.R.  11865 
would  protect  all  Veterans'  Admin- 
istration pensioners,  and  whether  it 
would  create  a  difficult  problem  of  ad- 
ministration. 

The  testimony  developed  facts  which 
demonstrate  that  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment  submitted  by  me  can  be  fully 
accomplished  by  the  proposed  amend- 
ments which  I  now  submit.  They  would 
amend  section  16  of  H.R.  11865  to 
provide  an  exclusion  of  5  percent  of  the 
social  security  benefit  in  the  computation 
of  income  for  Veterans'  Administration 
pension  purposes.  This  exclusion  would 
be  applicable  to  all  those  entitled  to  both 
VA  pension  and  social  security  during  the 
month  preceding  the  month  in  which  the 
social  security  increases  provided  by  H.R. 
11865  are  effective.  They  would  pro- 
tect not  only  those  receiving  pension  un- 
der the  so-called  new  pension  law — Pub- 
lic Law  86-211 — but  also  those  receiving 
under  the  "old  law" — protected — and 
would  assure  that  no  one  on  the  rolls 
would  lose  any  VA  pension  by  virtue  of 
this  increase  in  social  security  rates. 

The  percentage  exclusion  would  be 
comparatively  easy  to  administer  since 
it  would  require  only  a  simple  mathe- 
matical computation  on  the  income  ques- 
tionnaire submitted  each  year  by  the 


Veterans'  Administration  pension  re- 
cipient. Manual  recourse  to  claims  fold- 
ers would  be  obviated. 

Mr.  President,  we  found  that  approxi- 
mately 30,000  veterans  inadvertently 
would  not  have  been  protected  under  my 
original  amendment.  Certainly  that  was 
not  my  intention,  nor  was  it  the  inten- 
tion of  the  committee  to  exclude  any 
veterans.  This  is  a  means  to  take  care 
of  that  situation. 

Furthermore,  I  point  out  that  I  am  a 
cosponsor  with  the  junior  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Keating  1  of  House  bill 
192,  which  provides  for  an  increase  in 
pensions  for  some  veterans.  I  would  go 
much  further  than  this  particular 
amendment,  but  we  shall  discuss  that 
when  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Keating]  offers  it. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  amendment  is  similar  to  the 
one  which  was  agreed  to  by  the  com- 
mittee. It  is  a  part  of  an  amendment 
which  the  Senator  from  Vermont  sub- 
mitted to  the  committee.  The  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton]  moved  a 
part  of  the  amendment  that  we  had  in 
mind  but,  unfortunately,  when  we  stud- 
ied the  language  of  the  amendment,  we 
found  that  it  failed  to  achieve  what  we 
thought  it  would.  So  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  is  trying  to  see  that  the  social 
security  increases  voted  in  the  bill,  in 
the  event  it  should  become  law,  will 
benefit  the  veterans  instead  of  compel- 
ling them  to  lose  their  veterans  benefits. 
I  do  not  believe  anyone  intends  that. 
Certainly  the  committee  does  not. 

I  believe  that  the  amendment  should 
be  agreed  to  and  taken  to  conference, 
and  that  we  should  try  to  deal  with  it 
in  such  a  way  as  to  give  assurance  that 
veterans  will  be  benefited  and  not  pe- 
nalized by  an  increase  in  social  security 
payments.  I  shall  be  haf£py  to  accept 
the  amendment  and  take  it  to  confer- 
ence. 

Trie  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  send  to  the  desk  an  additional 
amendment  and  ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
reading  of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

The  amendment  submitted  by  Mr. 
Long  of  Louisiana  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following: 

"INTERRELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  PUBLIC  ASSIST- 
ANCE BENEFITS  AND  INCREASED  SOCIAL  SECU- 
RITY BENEFITS 

"Sec.  19.  (a)  Section  2(a)  (10)  (A)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  'except  that,  in  making  such  determina- 
tion, of  the  first  $50  per  month  of  earned 
income  the  State  agency  may  disregard,  after 
December  31,  1962,  not  more  than  the  first 
$10  thereof  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder' 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'except  that,  in 


making  such  determination  (A)  for  months 
after  the  first  month  following  the  month 
In  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1964  is  enacted  and  prior  to  July  1966,  the 
State  agency  may,  and  for  months  after  June 
1966,  the  State  agency  shall,  disregard,  with 
respect  to  any  monthly  insurance  benefit 
payable  to  an  individual  under  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  an  amount  equal  to 

$  ,   or    per   centum   of  such 

monthly  benefit,  whichever  is  the  greater, 
and  (B)  of  the  first  $50  per  month  of  earned 
income  the  State  agency  may  disregard,  after 
December  31,  1962,  not  more  than  the  first 
$10  thereof  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder'. 

"(b)  Section  402(a)(7)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'except  that,  in 
making  such  determination,  the  State 
agency  may,  subject  to  limitations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary,  permit  all  or  any 
portion  of  the  earned  or  other  income  to  be 
set  aside  for  the  future  identifiable  needs 
of  a  dependent  child'  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  'except  that,  in  making  such  deter- 
mination (A)  for  months  after  the  first 
month  following  the  month  in  which  the 
Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964  is  en- 
acted and  prior  to  July  1966,  the  State  agency 
may,  and  for  months  after  June  1966,  tftie 
State  agency  shall,  disregard,  with  respect  to 
any  monthly  insurance  benefit  payable  to  an 
individual  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act,  and  amount  equal  to  $  

or  per  centum  of  such  monthly  bene- 
fit, whichever  is  the  greater,  and  (B)  the 
State  agency  may,  subject  to  limitations 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  permit  all  or 
any  portion  of  the  earned  or  other  income  to 
be  set  aside  for  future  identifiable  needs  of 
a  dependent  child'. 

"(c)  Section  1402(a)(8)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'except  that,  in 
making  such  determination,  the  State 
agency  shall  disregard  (A)  the  first  $85  per 
month  of  earned  income,  plus  one-half  of 
earned  income  in  excess  of  $85  per  month, 
and  (B)  for  a  period  not  in  excess  of  twelve 
months,  such  additional  amounts  of  other 
income  and  resources,  in  the  case  of  an  in- 
dividual who  has  a  plan  for  achieving  self- 
support  approved  by  the  State  agency,  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  fulfillment  of  such 
plan'  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'except 
that,  in  making  such  determination  (A)  for 
months  after  the  first  month  following  the 
month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1964  is  enacted  and  prior  to  July 
1966,  the  State  agency  may,  and  for  months 
after  June  1966,  the  State  agency  shall,  dis- 
regard, with  respect  to  any  monthly  insur- 
ance benefit  payable  to  an  individual  under 
title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  an  amount 

equal  to  $   or    per  centum  of 

such  monthly  benefit,  whichever  is  the 
greater,  and  (B)  the  State  agency  shall  dis- 
regard (i)  the  first  $85  per  month  of  earned 
income,  plus  one-half  of  earned  income  in 
excess  of  $85  per  month,  and  (ii)  for  a 
period  not  in  excess  of  twelve  months,  such 
additional  amounts  of  other  income  and  re- 
sources, in  the  case  of  an  individual  who 
has  a  plan  for  achieving  self-support  ap- 
proved by  the  State  agency,  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  the  fulfillment  of  such  plan'. 

"(d)  Section  1402(a)(8)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following:  'except  that,  in  making  such  de- 
termination, for  months  after  the  first  month 
following  the  month  in  which  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1964  is  enacted  and 
prior  to  July  1966,  the  State  agency  may, 
and  for  months  after  June  1966,  the  State 
agency  shall,  disregard,  with  respect  to  any 
monthly  insurance  benefit  payable  to  an  in- 
dividual under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 

Act,  an  amount  equal  to  $   or   1 — 

per  centum  of  such  monthly  benefit,  which- 
ever is  the  greater; '. 

"(e)  Section  1602(a)  (14)  of  such  Act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  'except  that,  in 
making  such  determination  with  respect  to 
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any  Individual  who  Is  blind,  the  State  agency 
shall  disregard  (A)  the  first  $85  per  month 
of  earned  income  plus  one-half  of  earned 
Income  in  excess  of  $85  per  month  and  (B) 
for  a  period  not  in  excess  of  twelve  months, 
such  additional  amounts  of  other  income 
and  resources,  In  the  case  of  an  Individual 
who  has  a  plan  for  achieving  self-support 
approved  by  the  State  agency,  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  fulfillment  of  such  plan, 
and  In  making  such  determination  with  re- 
spect to  any  other  individual  who  has  at- 
tained age  65  and  is  claiming  aid  to  the 
aged,  blind,  or  disabled,  of  the  first  $50  per 
month  of  earned  income  the  State  agency 
may,  after  December  31,  1962,  disregard  not 
more  than  the  first  $10  thereof  plus  one- 
half  of  the  remainder'  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  'except  that,  in  making  such  determ- 
ination (A)  with  respect  to  any  individual, 
for  months  after  the  first  month  following 
the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964  is  enacted  and  prior 
to  July  1966,  the  State  agency  may,  and  for 
months  after  June  1966,  the  State  agency 
shall,  disregard,  with  respect  to  any  monthly 
Insurance  benefit  payable  to  an  individual 
under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  an 
amount  equal  to  $  or   per  cen- 

tum of  such  monthly  benefit,  whichever  is 
the  greater,  (B)  with  respect  to  any  individ- 
ual who  is  blind,  the  State  agency  shall  dis- 
regard (1)  the  first  $85  per  month  of  earned 
Income  plus  one-half  of  earned  income  in 
excess  of  $85  per  month  and  (il)  for  a  period 
not  in  excess  of  twelve  months,  such  addi- 
tional amounts  of  other  income  and  re- 
sources, in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has 
a  plan  for  achieving  self-support  approved 
by  the  State  agency,  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  fulfillment  of  such  plan,  and  (C) 
with  respect  to  any  individual  (other  than 
an  individual  referred  to  in  clause  (B) ) 
who  has  attained  age  65  and  is  claiming  aid 
to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled,  of  the  first 
$50  per  month  of  earned  income  the  State 
agency  may,  after  December  31,  1962,  dis- 
regard not  more  than  the  first  $10  thereof 
plus  one-half  of  the  remainder'." 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, this  amendment  would  exclude 
increases  made  in  OASDI  benefits,  as  a 
result  of  this  bill  from  consideration  in 
determining  the  need  for  public  assist- 
ance. This  is  intended  to  assure  that 
for  individuals  who  are  receiving  both 
public  assistance  and  social  security  ben- 
efits this  increase  in  social  security  ben- 
efits does  not  simply  result  in  a  corre- 
sponding decrease  in  the  public  assist- 
ance payments  with  no  increase  in  in- 
come for  the  persons  affected. 

An  amendment  offered  by  the  Sena- 
tor from  Vermont  has  just  been  accepted 
to  provide  that  when  veterans  get  their 
social  security  increases  they  will  not  lose 
their  veterans  benefits.  The  instant 
amendment  applies  the  same  principle 
to  those  individuals  who  draw  public 
welfare  assistance  who  would  otherwise 
find  their  welfare  assistance  reduced  be- 
cause we  had  given  them  a  cost-of-living 
increase  in  social  security. 

I  hope  very  much  that  the  Senate  will 
agree  to  this  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
Mr.  PROUTY.    Mr.  President,  in  view 
of  the  action  taken  on  the  Gore  amend- 


ment a  while  ago,  it  is  necessary  for  me 
to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  submit  an 
amendment  which  I  have  discussed  with 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  and  also 
with  the  majority  leader.  They  have 
assured  me  that  they  will  not  object  to 
the  unanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  did  not 
hear  what  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
said. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Let  me  ex- 
plain what  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
had  in  mind.  The  Gore  amendment 
having  been  agreed  to,  it  was  agreed,  be- 
cause of  the  number  of  amendments, 
the  Senator's  name  be  withdrawn  from 
the  amendment.  It  was  explained  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  that  this  would 
not  prejudice  his  right  to  offer  his 
amendment. 

We  find  now  that  we  were  in  error,  and 
that  while  we  so  explained  it  to  him  when 
we  adopted  the  Gore  amendment  and 
made  that  a  part  of  the  bill,  we  voted  in 
a  tax  schedule  and  a  schedule  of  benefits 
which  then  would  no  longer  be  subject  to 
amendment  except  by  unanimous  con- 
sent. We  had  not  intended  to  prejudice 
the  Senator,  but  we  did.  In  good  con- 
science and  in  good  faith  we  should  like 
to  have  his  amendment  voted  on. 

I  do  not  support  his  amendment,  but 
I  believe  that  in  all  fairness  and  equity 
he  should  have  the  right  to  offer  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  while  I, 
too,  do  not  support  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Vermont,  I  believe  that 
is  the  only  fair  thing  to  do. 


SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS  OF 
1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system,  to  pro- 
vide child's  insurance  benefits  beyond 
age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's 
benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to 
provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals 
not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  im- 
prove the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  the  con- 
clusion of  morning  business  tomorrow, 
there  be  a  time  limitation  of  2  hours  on 
each  amendment,  1  hour  to  a  side,  under 
the  control  of  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee tMr.  Gore]  and  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Long];  with  2  hours  on 
the  bill. 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  re- 
serving the  right  to  object — I  believe  it 
can  be  adjusted  later,  but  for  the  mo- 
ment I  should  like  to  reserve  the  right 
to  object. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  No,  because  

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Those  of  us  who  are 
interested  in  defeating  the  Dirksen 
amendment  on  reapportionment  very 
frankly  believe  that  time  is  on  our  side, 
and  that  opinion  is  rising  throughout 
the  country  against  it.  If,  as  I  under- 
stand, there  is  a  gentleman's  agreement 
that  a  motion  for  cloture  which  my  col- 
league and  friend  the  Senator  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Dirksen]  plans  will  not  be 
filed  until  next  Tuesday,  I  shall  not 
object. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  assumption  is 
reasonably  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  That  assumption  is 
reasonably  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Reasonably  correct. 
Now,  Mr.  President  

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  That  assumption 
is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  have  to  renew 
my  objection. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  The  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  has  given  me  as- 
surance that  he  would  make  the  an- 
nouncement  

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Can  my  good  friend 
the  Senator  from  Montana  control  his 
opposite  number  across  the  aisle? 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  No;  but  when  the 
distinguished  minority  leader  gives  his 
word  to  me,  that  is  his  bond. 

Mr.  President,  I  renew  my  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re- 
quest of  the  Senator  from  Montana? 
The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement 
was  subsequently  reduced  to  writing,  as 
follows: 

Unanimous- Consent  Agreement 

Ordered,  That  effective  on  Thursday,  Sep- 
tember 3,  1964,  at  the  conclusion  of  routine 
morning  business,  during  the  further  con- 
sideration of  the  bill  H.R.  11865,  the  Social 
Sscurity  Amendments  of  1964,  debate  on  any 
amendment,,  motion,  or  appeal,  except  a  mo- 
tion to  lay  on  the  table,  shall  be  limited  to 
2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  mover  of  any  such  amendment  or 
motion  and  the  majority  leader:  Provided, 
That  in  the  event  the  majority  leader  is  in 
favor  of  any  such  amendment  or  motion,  the 
time  in  opposition  thereto  shall  be  controlled 
by  the  minority  leader  or  some  Senator  des- 
ignated by  him:  Provided  further.  That  no 
amendment  that  is  not  germane  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  said  bill  shall  be  received. 

Ordered  further.  That  on  the  question  of 
the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  debate  shall 
be  limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided 
and  controlled  respectively,  by  the  majority 
and  minority  leaders:  Provided,  That  the 
said  leaders,  or  either  of  them,  may,  from  the 
time  under  their  control  on  the  passage  of 
the  said  bill,  allot  additional  time  to  any 
Senator  during  the  consideration  of  any 
amendment,  motion,  or  appeal. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  with  the  un- 
derstanding that  a  "reasonable"  assur- 
ance is  a  real  assurance. 
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Mr.  MANSFIELD.  It  is  a  real  assur- 
ance. The  distinguished  minority  leader 
will  present  his  motion  for  cloture  not 
earlier  than  Tuesday,  and  on  Tuesday. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  sure  that  I  understand  that 
my  amendment  will  be  the  pending  busi- 
ness tomorrow. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
without  objection,  the  amendment  will 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  (No.  1260)  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Strike  out  the  table  appearing  on  pages  2 
and  3  of  the  bill,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  following  table: 


"I 

(Primary  insurance  bene- 
fit under  1939  Act,  as 
modified) 

II 

(Primary  insurance 
amount  under  1958  Act, 
as  modified) 

III 

(Average  monthly  wage) 

IV 

(Primary 
insurance 
amount) 

V 

(Maximum 
family 
benefits) 

If  an  individual's  primary 
insurance  benefit  (as  de- 
termined under  subsec. 

(d))  is- 

Or  his  primary  insurance 
amount  (as  determined 
under  subsec.  (c))  is— 

Or  his  average  monthly 
wage    (as  determined 
under  subsec.  (b))  is — 

The  amount 
referred 
to  in  the 
preceding 
paragraphs 

of  this 
subsection 
shall  be — 

And  the 
maximum 
amount  of 
benefits  pay- 
able (as  pro- 
vided in  sec. 

203  (a)) 
on  the  basis 
of  his  wages 

and  self- 
employment 
income  shall 
be— 

At  least  - 

liutnot  more 
than— 

At  least — 

But  not  more 
than — 

At  least — 

But  not  more 
than— 

$19.  24 

$40 

$49 

$83 

$70.00 

$105.00 

$19.  25 

24.20 

50 

59 

$84 

101 

77.00 

115.50 

24.  21 

29.25 

60 

69 

102 

132 

84.00 

126.00 

29.26 

35.00 

70 

79 

133 

178 

91.00 

142.40 

35. 01 

41.76 

80 

89 

179 

225 

98.00 

180.00 

41.77 

90 

99 

226 

272 

106.00 

217.60 

100 

109 

273 

319 

116.00 

2.54. 00 

110 

119 

320 

365 

126.00 

266. 00 

120 

127 

366 

412 

134.00 

284.80 

413 

450 

144.00 

300.00" 

Sec.  2.  Add  at  the  end  of  the  bill  the  fol- 
lowing new  sections: 

"Sec.  — .  In  addition  to  amounts  appro- 
priated under  other  provisions  of  law  to  the 
Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  there  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  to  such  fund,  from  time  to 
time,  such  amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to 
equal,  with  respect  to  each  individual  who 
becomes  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  by  reason  of  the 
amendments  made  by  this  Act,  payments  to 
such  individuals  to  the  extent  that  they  ex- 
ceed additional  contributions  to  such  trust 
fund  provided  for  by  this  Act. 

"Sec.  — .  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro- 
vision of  the  Act  no  increase  in  any  social 
security  benefit  provided  for  by  this  Act  shall 
be  counted  in  determining  the  annual  in- 
come of  an  individual  receiving  benefits  un- 
der chapter  15  of  the  Veterans  Pension  Act 
of  1959  or  under  the  first  sentence  of  section 
9(b)  of  such  Veterans  Act." 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OP  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  old-age,  surviv- 
ors, and  disability  insurance  system,  to 
provide  child's  insurance  benefits  beyond 
age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide  widow's 
benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to 
provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals 
not  otherwise  eligible  at  age  72,  to  im- 
prove the  actuarial  status  of  the  trust 
funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
unfinished  business,  the  Prouty  amend- 
ment, be  temporarily  laid  aside  and  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  the  Clark  amendment. 

The  reason  I  make  that  request  is  that 
the  Prouty  amendment  will  require  a 
rollcall  vote.  The  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Prouty]  wants  his  amend- 
ment to  be  the  pending  business  tomor- 
row. I  do  not  believe  that  the  Clark 
amendment  will  require  a  rollcall  vote. 
Unless  we  find  that  it  will,  we  can  go 
ahead  and  dispose  of  it  at  this  time  and 
save  the  time  of  the  Senate  tomorrow. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hearing  none,  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  the 
terms  of  reference  of  the  consent  agree- 
ment have  not  been  precisely  spelled  out. 
But  I  understand  that  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits]  has  an  amendment.  He  wants 
to  be  sure  that  he  will  not  be  foreclosed 
from  offering  that  amendment.  Cus- 
tomarily we  require  that  there  be  a  ger- 
maneness clause  in  a  consent  agreement. 

I  hope,  therefore,  that  we  can  agree 
that  the  germaneness  clause  will  be  de- 
leted for  that  purpose.    I  do  not  believe 
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that  there  are  many,  if  any,  amendments 
that  would  be  ungermane,  although 
there  may  be. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
an  amendment  that  may  not  be  ger- 
mane, either.  There  was  nothing  said 
about  it  in  the  statement  of  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  bill  has 
amendments  that  are  of  a  public-welfare 
nature.  Therefore,  an  amendment  re- 
lating to  foster  care  would  be  in  order. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  support  the  *  Senator  in  charge  of 
the  bill.  The  amendments  offered  by 
the  two  Senators  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits  and  Mr.  Keating]  will  be  con- 
sidered to  be  under  the  consent  agree- 
ment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  have  pro- 
posed an  amendment  to  the  bill  that 
would  increase  by  $1  the  cost  of  the  care 
of  dependent  children.  So  the  amend- 
ment would  be  germane  to  my  amend- 
ment, which  is  already  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  KEATING.  That  is  the  amend- 
ment of  the  senior  Senator  from  New 
York.  I  have  another  amendment  which 
relates  to  veterans'  pensions.  It  is  per- 
fectly agreeable  to  me,  as  long  as  I  have 
the  assurance  that  the  question  of 
germaneness  will  not  be  raised. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  So  long  as 
the  Senator  from  New  York  is  not  trying 
to  make  a  civil  rights  bill  out  of  it,  I  as- 
sure him  there  will  be  no  question  raised 
concerning  it. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  assure  the  Senator 
that  I  shall  not  do  that.  Do  I  correctly 
understand  that  the  amendment  I  pro- 
pose to  offer  will  be  permitted,  whether 
or  not  it  is  germane? 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  amendment 
proposed  to  be  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  New  York  be  considered  germane 
when  offered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  send  an 
amendment  to  the  desk  and  ask  that  it 
be  called  up.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  it  not  be  read.  I  believe  I  can  ex- 
plain it  quickly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  proper  place  in  the  bill,  insert  the 
following: 

"Sec.  117.  (a)  Subsection  (c)  of  section 
1402  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
is  amended  by  striking  out  'or'  at  the  end  of 
paragraph  (4),  by  striking  out  the  period  at 
the  end  of  paragraph  (5)  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ';  or',  and  by  adding  after  para- 
graph (5)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"'(6)  The  performance  of  service  by  an 
individual  during  the  period  for  which  an 
exemption  under  subsection  (h)  is  effective 
with  respect  to  him.' 

"(b)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  211  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  'or'  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (4),  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ';  or', 
and  by  adding  after  paragraph  (5)  the  fol- 
lowing new  paragraph : 

"  '(6)  the  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual during  the  period  for  which  an  ex- 
emption under  section  1402(h)  of  the  In- 
ternal Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  effective  with 
respect  to  him.' 


"(c)  Section  1402  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  1954  is  further  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  sub- 
section : 

"'(h)  Members  of  Certain  Religious 
Faiths. — 

"'(1)  Exemption. — Any  individual  may 
file  an  application  (in  such  form  and  manner, 
and  with  such  official,  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  regulations  under  this  chapter)  for  an 
exemption  from  the  taxes  imposed  by  this 
chapter  if  he  is  a  member  of  a  recognized  re- 
ligious sect  or  division  thereof  and  is  an  ad- 
herent of  established  tenets  or  teachings  of 
such  sect  or  division  by  reason  of  which  he 
is  conscientiously  opposed  to  acceptance  of 
the  benefits  of  any  private  or  public  insur- 
ance, making  payments  in  the  event  of  death, 
disability,  old-age,  or  retirement  or  making 
payments  toward  the  cost  of  or  providing 
services  for  medical  care  (including  the  bene- 
fits of  the  insurance  system  established  by 
title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act) .  Such 
exemption  may  be  granted  only  if  the  appli- 
cation contains  or  is  accompanied  by 

"'(A)  such  evidence  of  such  individual's 
membership  in,  and  adherence  to  the  tenets 
or  teachings  of,  the  sect  or  division  thereof 
as  the  Secretary  or  his  delegate  may  require 
for  purposes  of  determining  such  individ- 
ual's compliance  with  the  preceding  sen- 
tence, and 

"'(B)  his  waiver  of  all  benefits  and  other 
payments  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  on  the  basis  of  his  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  as  well  as  all  such  bene- 
fits and  other  payments  to  him  on  the  basis 
of  the  wages  and  self -employment  income 
of  any  other  person,  and 
only  if  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  finds  that 

"  '(C)  such  sect  or  division  thereof  has 
the  established  tenets  or  teachings  referred 
to  in  the  preceding  sentence, 

"  '(D)  it  is  the  practice,  and  has  been  for 
a  period  of  time  which  he  deems  to  be  sub- 
stantial, for  members  of  such  sect  or  divi- 
sion thereof  to  make  provision  for  their 
elderly  or  dependent  members  which  in  his 
judgment  is  reasonable  in  view  of  their  gen- 
eral level  of  living,  and 

"  '(E)  such  sect  has  been  in  existence  and 
has  had  such  tenets  or  teachings  for  not  less 
than  the  6  full  calendar  years  preceding  en- 
actment of  this  subsection. 

"'(2)  Time  for  Filing  Application. — For 
purposes  of  this  subsection,  an  application 
must  be  filed: 

"'(A)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who 
has  self-employment  income  (determined 
without  regard  to  this  subsection  and  sec- 
tion 1402(c)  (6) )  for  any  taxable  year  begin- 
ning after  December  31,  1957,  and  ending 
before  January  1,  1964,  in  or  before  the 
fourth  calendar  month  beginning  after  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection, 

"  '(B)  in  any  other  case,  on  or  before  the 
due  date  of  the  return  (including  any  ex- 
tension thereof)  for  the  first  taxable  year 
beginning  after  December  31,  1963,  for  which 
he  has  self-employment  income  (so  deter- 
mined) . 

"'(3)  Period  for  Which  Exemption  Ef- 
fective.— A  tax  exemption  pursuant  to  this 
subsection  with  respect  to  any  individual 
shall  be  effective  for  all  taxable  years  begin- 
ning after  December  31,  1957,  but  not  for 
any  such  year  prior  to  the  first  year  for 
which  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (1) 
are  met  with  respect  to  him;  and  shall  cease 
to  be  effective  for  and  after  the  first  tax- 
able year  after  the  filing  of  such  application 
in  which  he  ceases  to  meet  such  require- 
ments.' 

"(d)  Section  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  subsection: 

"  'waiver  of  benefits 
"*(v)   Notwithstanding  any  other  provi- 
sions of  this  title,  in  the  case  of  any  in- 


dividual who  files  a  waiver  of  benefits  and 
other  payments  under  this  title  as  required 
under  section  1402(h)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  and  is  granted  a  tax  exemp- 
tion thereunder,  no  benefits  or  other  pay- 
ments shall  be  payable  under  this  title  to 
him,  and  no  benefits  or  other  payments  un- 
der this  title  shall  be  payable  on  the  basis 
of  his  wages  and  self-employment  income  to 
any  other  person,  after  the  filing  of  such 
waiver;  except  that,  if  thereafter  such  indi- 
vidual's tax  exemption  under  such  section 
1402(h)  ceases  to  be  effective,  such  waiver 
shall  cease  to  be  applicable  in  the  case  of 
benefits  and  other  payments  under  this  title 
to  the  extent  based  on  his  self-employment 
income  for  and  after  the  first  taxable  year 
for  which  such  tax  exemption  ceases  to  be 
effective  and  on  his  wages  for  and  after  the 
calendar  year  (if  any)  which  begins  in  or 
with  the  beginning  of  such  taxable  year.' 

"(e)  If  refund  or  credit  of  any  overpay- 
ment resulting  from  an  exemption  under 
section  1402(h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code 
of  1954  is  prevented  on  the  date  of  the  en- 
actment of  this  Act,  or  at  any  time  within  one 
year  from  such  date,  by  the  operation  of  any 
law  or  rule  of  law,  refund  or  credit  of  such 
overpayment  may,  nevertheless,  be  made  or 
allowed  if  claim  therefor  is  filed  within  one 
year  after  the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
section.  No  interest  shall  be  allowed  or 
paid  on  any  overpayment  resulting  from  the 
enactment  of  this  subsection.  In  the  case  of 
any  such  refund,  any  self-employment  in- 
come with  respect  to  which  such  overpay- 
ment was  made  shall,  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  section  205  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act,  not  be  included  in  determining  en- 
titlement to  or  amount  of  any  payments  un- 
der title  II  of  such  Act." 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment,  believe  it  or  not,  is  cospon- 
sored  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Goldwater],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Scott],  and  me.  It  is 
identical  in  substance,  although  not  in 
form,  with  my  bill,  S.  294,  which  was 
passed  in  identical  form  by  the  Senate  in 
the  87th  Congress,  but  was  rejected  in 
conference. 

When  the  bill  reached  the  House,  the 
criticism  was  made  that  the  legislation 
was  unconstitutional.  This  amendment 
would  authorize  the  exemption  from  so- 
cial security  taxes  and  from  the  payment 
of  social  security  benefits,  of  members  of 
religious  sects — of  which  the  Amish  are 
the  leading  ones — who  conscientiously 
believe  that  insurance  is  against  God's 
law. 

The  constitutional  objection  to  the 
earlier  amendment  has  now  been  met  by 
three  important  changes.  First,  it  makes 
more  explicit  the  fact  that  the  exempted 
person  would  waive  all  benefits.  Second, 
the  language  of  the  amendment  now  in- 
sists that  the  faith  or  sect  be  in  exist- 
ence for  6  years  preceding  the  enact- 
ment of  the  amendment.  Third,  if  the 
person  exempted  leaves  the  religion,  he 
must  come  back  into  the  social  security 
system. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  let- 
ter from  Stanley  S.  Surrey,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  and  the  en- 
closure referred  to  in  his  letter,  which 
is  a  legal  opinion  from  Mr.  G.  d'Andelot 
Belin,  General  Counsel  of  the  Treasury 
Department  regarding  the  constitution- 
ality of  this  legislation,  may  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Treasury  Department, 
Washington,  August  7, 1964. 
Hon.  Joseph  S.  Clark, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Clark  :  I  am  enclosing  here- 
with the  opinion  of  Mr.  Belin,  the  General 
Counsel  of  the  Treasury  Department,  relat- 
ing to  the  constitutionality  of  optional  ex- 
emption of  members  of  a  certain  religious 
faith  from  the  social  security  self-employ- 
ment tax  or  optional  recovery  of  the  tax 
paid. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Stanley  S.  Surrey. 

Enclosure. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  reserv- 
ing the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not 
object,  permit  me  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania,  whether  it  is  pro- 
vided in  the  language  which  the  Senator 
has  alluded  to  that  if  a  religion  has  been 
in  existence  for  6  years,  the  question  of 
constitutionality  does  not  arise?  But  if 
it  is  less  than  6  years,  there  is  a  question? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  quite  understand  why 
my  inartistic  explanation  might  have 
confused  the  Senator.  The  object  is  to 
prevent  recently  sprung  up  sects  from 
attempting  to  achieve  the  benefits  of  this 
exemption.  It  is  desired  to  confine  it 
to  relatively  long-established  religions, 
and  those  where  it  is  perfectly  clear  that 
their  precepts  make  it  unconscionable 
for  them  to  accept  the  insurance  prin- 
ciples of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Why  does  the  Senator 
not  make  it  for  60  years? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  would  have  no  objec- 
tion, except  that  my  cosponsors  are  not 
present.  The  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr. 
Gold  water],  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Lausche],  and  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Scott]  would  have  to 
be  consulted.  I  hope  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  indulge  me  for  that  reason. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Is  the  Senator  asking 
that  it  be  considered? 

Mr.  CLARK.  No.  I  am  asking  that 
the  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill  accept 
it.  I  hope  very  much  that  he  will. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  understand  that  if  the 
amendment  is  agreed  to,  the  members 
of  the  sects  would  not  pay  social  security 
taxes,  but  they  would  receive  the  benefit 
of  the  social  security  payments  at  age 
65. 

Mr.  CLARK.  No.  They  would  not  re- 
ceive social  security  payments  from  the 
date  they  file  the  necessary  certificate  to 
claim  the  exemption.  They  would  re- 
main liable  for  social  security  payments 
until  that  time. 

Mr.  MORSE.  At  the  age  of  65,  not 
having  made  any  contribution  during 
their  working  years  for  social  security 
payments — which  could  help  take  care 
of  them  in  their  old  age  if  they  are  pen- 
niless, the  rest  of  the  taxpayers  would 
have  to  support  them  on  welfare. 

Mr.  CLARK.  It  is  a  possibility,  I  say 
to  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon.  But 
as  a  practical  matter,  such  a  situation  is 
highly  unlikely  to  arise.  The  individuals 
concerned,  both  in  my  State  and  in  the 


State  of  Ohio,  are  prosperous  Pennsyl- 
vania Dutch  farmers  who  have  as  part 
of  their  religious  precept  the  tenet  that 
they  should  take  care  of  themselves. 

I  believe  the  Senator  would  be  hard 
pressed  to  find  a  member  of  the  Amish 
sect  who  has  ever  been  on  public  assist- 
ance. 

Mr.  MORSE.  We  have  a  social  secu- 
rity system  that  is  either  sound  public 
policy  or  it  is  not.  If  we  enact  the  pro- 
posed legislation  based  upon  the  religi- 
ous beliefs  of  members  of  a  sect  who  do 
not  think  they  ought  to  contribute  to  in- 
surance, I  point  out  that,  after  all,  the 
payment  of  taxes  is  contributing  to  a 
form  of  insurance,  too.  It  is  insurance 
by  the  Government  that  we  shall  main- 
tain a  system  of  law  and  order  in  this 
country.  We  shall  come  to  the  assist- 
ance of  our  unfortunates. 

I  am  a  little  at  a  loss  to  understand 
the  wisdom  of  the  social  policy  inherent 
in  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania.  I  do  not  know  why  we 
should  start  making  exemptions  for  peo- 
ple because  of  religious  belief  in  civil 
matters.  I  am  a  great  defender  of  free- 
dom of  religion,  but  if  a  man's  freedom 
of  religion  starts  interfering  with  civil 
obligations  as  a  citizen,  his  duty  as  a  citi- 
ben  should  come  first. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  may  I  re- 
spond to  the  Senator  from  Oregon? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes,  I  am  glad^to  have 
the  Senator  respond. 

Mr.  CLARK.  The  proposed  exemption 
has  been  pending  for  action  by  the 
Congress  during  all  8  years  since  I  came 
to  the  Senate.  Two  years  ago  the 
amendment  was  adopted  by  the  Senate. 
The  basis  of  it  is  as  follows :  As  the  Sena- 
tor may  recall,  the  sect  of  Amish  people 
is  a  very  devout  and  religious  people. 
They  firmly  believe  that  the  insurance 
principle  is  wicked  and  evil.  This  is  a 
fundamental  part  of  their  religious  ten- 
ets. Because  they  so  firmly  believe, 
many  of  them — hundreds  of  Pennsyl- 
vanians,  people  in  Illinois,  and  perhaps 
even  in  Arizona — have  refused  to  pay 
their  social  security  taxes.  Over  the 
course  of  time  the  Federal  Government 
has  moved  in  and  has  levied  on  their 
horses,  farm  machinery,  and  farms,  and 
has  sold  them  out  and  sent  them  prac- 
tically into  bankruptcy.  They  have 
maintained  the  validity  of  their  religious 
beliefs  in  spite  of  this  drastic  action  on 
the  part  of  the  Federal  Government.  In 
certain  areas  in  Lancaster  County,  Pa., 
and  elsewhere  in  the  Dutch  country  that 
action  has  aroused  great  resentment 
among  the  people  who  felt  that  the  Am- 
ish people  were  being  unfairly  perse- 
cuted by  the  Federal  Government. 

At  a  later  date,  I  undertook,  with  the 
cooperation  of  my  colleague,  to  obtain 
legislative  relief  for  them.  For  many 
years  the  proposal  was  opposed  by  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States.  Finally, 
and  as  a  result  of  the  importuning  of 
those  people — the  bishops  of  their  faith — 
wonderful  American  citizens — negotia- 
tions were  instituted  to  see  whether  the 
Treasury  could  not  be  persuaded  to  come 
to  some  agreement  which  was  consist- 
ent with  the  conscience  of  those  fine 
American  citizens  and  yet  would  not 
penalize  the  U.S.  Treasury  in  any  way. 


I  am  glad  to  say  that  after  extensive 
negotiations,  which  have  continued  over 
several  years,  and  only  recently  have 
been  consummated,  we  now  have  an 
agi-eement  with  the  Treasury  that  it  will 
not  oppose  the  amendment.  The  Treas- 
ury drafted  the  language. 

I  plead  with  my  friend  from  Oregon 
to  understand  the  compassionate  situa- 
tion which  confronts  those  people.  I 
tell  him  also  that  it  is  perfectly  clear 
that  before  they  can  qualify  for  the  ex- 
emption, they  must  satisfy  the  Treas- 
ury ;  they  would  be  required  to  file  paper 
after  paper  and  certificates  to  the  effect 
that  they  conscientiously  and  sincerely 
have  a  religious  objection  to  the  pay- 
ment of  a  tax  which  is  a  part  of  an  in- 
surance program.  In  my  judgment,  the 
loopholes  have  been  completely  closed. 

It  would  be  impossible  for  anyone  to 
defraud  the  Government  on  the  basis 
that  he  belongs  to  some  sect  which  does 
not  conscientiously  hold  those  beliefs. 
In  my  judgment,  those  fine  people  are 
entitled  to  have  what  I  frankly  consider 
their  prejudice — nonetheless,  there  are 
prejudices  in  many  religions — satisfied 
by  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  If  the  Senator  will  hear 
me  for  a  moment,  he  has  not  said  any- 
thing about  those  people  with  which  I 
do  not  agree  so  far  as  their  fine  human 
qualities  are  concerned.  I  have  great 
respect  for  them.  I  know  quite  a  num- 
ber of  them.  They  are  entitled  to  their 
religious  beliefs.  But,  after  all,  they  are 
the  recipients  of  many  benefits,  tangible 
and  intangible,  of  our  system  of  Federal 
and  State  Government. 

I  find  a  great  deal  of  difficulty  in  ac- 
cepting the  argument  of  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  that  we  do  not  have 
to  worry  about  other  taxpayers  assum- 
ing a  greater  burden  as  a  result  of  the 
exemption  that  would  be  allowed  those 
people  under  the  proposed  amendment. 
If  I  correctly  understand  the  amend- 
ment, it  would  not  provide  that  their 
church  would  undertake  to  assume  any 
financial  liability  that  might  develop  as 
a  result  of  the  Government,  local,  State, 
or  Federal,  coming  to  the  assistance  of 
any  of  these  people  in  their  old  age,  to 
the  extent  of  the  amount  of  money,  at 
least,  that  they  would  be  able  to  obtain 
themselves  through  social  security  based 
upon  the  contributions  that  they  have 
made  during  their  working  years. 

A  precedential  principle  is  in  the 
amendment  that  could  spread  and  be 
used  as  a  basis  for  other  people  pleading 
for  similar  exemptions  in  regard  to  our 
tax  structure  on  the  basis  of  good-faith 
religious  beliefs.  But  let  us  face  the  is- 
sue. Religious  freedom  does  not  carry 
with  it  any  right  on  the  part  of  the 
holder  of  any  particular  religious  point 
of  view  to  be  exempt  from  his  civil  re- 
sponsibilities. The  nearest  comparison 
is  the  question  of  the  conscientious  ob- 
jector in  regard  to  military  service,  but 
even  a  conscientious  objector,  as  we 
know,  is  not  released  of  all  responsibility 
of  service  to  his  government.  It  be- 
comes necessary  for  him  to  serve  in  other 
ways  than  in  uniform. 

I  am  worried  about  the  amendment. 
I  know  how  delicate  the  issue  is.   I  know 
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how  delicate  it  is  to  seem  to  be  opposed 
to  it.  But  I  am  very  much  worried  about 
the  precedent  of  the  amendment,  and  I 
seriously  doubt  if  it  is  bottomed  on  sound 
law.    I  am  not  eager  to  see  it  adopted. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  under- 
stand that  there  is  pending  a  unanimous 
consent  request.  I  wonder  if  it  might  be 
granted.  The  request  was  for  the  inser- 
tion of  a  legal  opinion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  again 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  but  I  shall 
not  object,  I  wish  to  say  to  my  friend 
that  among  my  18  million  constituents, 
there  are  some  who  have  become  en- 
venomed over  the  Federal .  income  tax 
amendment.  They  look  upon  the  Fed- 
eral income  tax  amendment  as  a  very 
evil  and  vicious  thing.  I  cannot  say 
that  they  make  a  religion  of  their  con- 
victions, although  some  may. 

At  any  rate,  does  my  good  friend  see 
in  the  amendment  that  he  has  offered 
any  precedent  by  which  one  who  might 
find  fault  with  the  Federal  constitutional 
provisions  in  respect  to  income  tax  might 
ask  for  an  exemption?  If  so,  we  might 
find  quite  a  lineup  to  accomplish  that 
end. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  quite 
candidly  I  say  to  my  dear  friend  from 
California  that,  with  all  due  respect — 
and  I  know  he  will  indulge  me  in  a  lighter 
vein — I  have  the  feeling  that  his  fears 
are  "foolish  fancy." 

Mr.  President,  may  we  have  a  ruling  on 
the  request? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  what  is 
the  request? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  To  print 
a  memorandum  from  the  general  counsel 
of  the  Treasury. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  have  no  objection  to 
that. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo- 
randum was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Constitutionality  of  Optional  Exemption 
of  Members  of  a  Certain  Religious  Faith 
From  the  Social  Security  Self-Employ- 
ment Tax  or  Optional  Recovery  of  the 
Tax  Paid 

Legislation  has  been  proposed  in  the  pres- 
ent and  the  previous  Congress  to  provide 
optional  exemption  from  the  social  security 
self -employment  tax  for  "a  member  or  ad- 
herent of  a  recognized  religious  faith  whose 
established  tenets  or  teachings  are  such  that 
he  cannot  in  good  conscience  without  violat- 
ing his  faith  accept  the  benefits  of  insur- 
ance," upon  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  that  his  ap- 
plication for  exemption  was  made  in  good 
faith  and  that  the  members  of  such  religious 
faith  make  adequate  provision  for  elderly 
members  to  prevent  their  becoming  public 
wards.1  Senators  Clark  and  Scott,  among 
the  chief  proponents  of  this  legislation,  have 
explained  that  the  faith  in  question  is  that 
of  those  Amish  Mennonites  who  are  known 
as  the  "plain  people"  or  "old  order  Amish" 
who  live  in  relative  independence  and  isola- 
tion in  rural  communities  and  adhere  strict- 
ly to  many  literal  biblical  injunctions,  in- 


1  S.  294,  88th  Cong.;  H.R.  10606,  87th  Cong., 
among  others. 


eluding  reliance  on  divine  providence  for 
their  care.  The  consistency  and  sincerity 
of  the  sect  is  attested  to  by  the  refusal  of 
most  of  their  members  to  accept  social  secu- 
rity benefits  or  pay  the  self-employment  tax. 

In  the  consideration  of  these  bills  in  Con- 
gress the  question  was  raised  as  to  whether 
the  proposed  exemption  would  be  constitu- 
tional and  the  views  of  the  Treasury  Depart- 
ment were  requested.  This  opinion  is  in 
response  to  that  request.  Since  then,  addi- 
tional legislative  proposals,  including  an  al- 
ternative proposal  or  relief  for  the  Amish 
in  the  form  of  tax  recovery  in  place  of  tax 
exemption,  have  been  discussed  in  a  joint 
statement  by  the  Treasury  Department  and 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  entitled  "Request  of  the  Old  Order 
Amish  for  Exemption  from  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Self-Employment  Tax,"  which  was  trans- 
mitted to  interested  Members  of  Congress 
by  a  joint  letter  dated  July  20,  1964.  In  con- 
nection with  the  earlier  request,  it  is  also 
appropriate  to  consider  the  constitutionality 
of  these  proposals,  as  well  as  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  various  limitations  included, 
or  suggested  for  inclusion,  in  the  definition 
of  the  faith  whose  members  or  adherents 
would  be  eligible  for  exemption.  The  joint 
statement  referred  to  above  reviews  the  re- 
ligious tenets  and  modes  of  life  of  these 
Amish  and  provides  an  extended  analysis 
of  the  social  security  system  and  the  possible 
effects  of  an  exemption.  I  will  not,  there- 
fore, in  this  opinion  cover  any  of  this  factual 
material.  A  copy  of  this  joint  statement  is 
attached  hereto. 

conclusion  on  tax  exemption  and  tax 
recovery 

My  conclusion,  based  upon  a  review  of  the 
principles  of  constitutional  law,  is  that  there 
is  no  valid  constitutional  objection  to  the 
proposed  exemption  and  that  the  question  of 
exemption  is  one  of  public  policy  for  Con- 
gress to  determine.  After  discussion  of  the 
grounds  for  this  conclusion  I  will  review  in 
the  latter  part  of  this  opinion  the  constitu- 
tionality of  various  proposed  additional  lim- 
itations upon  the  exemption. 

This  conclusion  concerning  tax  exemption 
comprehends  any  provision  by  Congress  for 
tax  recovery,  since  tax  exemption  is  the  most 
complete  relief  that  could  be  given.  In  the 
subsequent  discussion,  therefore,  the  con- 
stitutional conclusions  with  respect  to  the 
requirements  of  uniformity,  of  the  first 
amendment,  and  of  due  process  should  be 
read  as  also  extending  to  a  provision  for  tax 
recovery. 

Congress  and  the  States  have  provided  for 
the  recovery  of  taxes  in  various  situations 
where  for  reasons  of  public  policy  the  legisla- 
ture has  determined  this  to  be  appropriate. 
I  have  found  no  constitutional  challenge  of 
these  provisions.  For  example,  26  United 
States  Code  6420  provides  for  refund  of  the 
gasoline  taxes  paid  for  gasoline  used  for 
farming  purposes.  A  similar  provision  in  the 
Virginia  Code,  section  58-715  (supp.  1964), 
includes  refunds  for  gasoline  used  for  pub- 
lic or  nonsectarian  school  buses.  Title  26, 
United  States  Code,  section  6418  provides  for 
refund  of  the  Federal  tax  on  sugar  manu- 
factured in  the  United  States  to  those  who 
use  such  sugar  as  livestock  feed  or  in  the 
distillation  of  alcohol. 

If  members  of  the  designated  religious 
faith  were  permitted  to  choose  to  recover  in 
monthly  installments  the  amount,  and  only 
the  amount,  of  the  social  security  taxes  they 
have  paid,  they  would  be  under  a  limitation 
which  operated  to  their  disadvantage  as  com- 
pared with  other  social  security  taxpayers  to 
whom  an  indefinite  amount  of  social  security 
recovery  would  be  available  in  the  form  of 
insurance.  Consequently,  it  would  seem  that 
no  other  social  security  taxpayer  would  be 
in  a  position  to  claim  that  the  tax  recovery 
allowed  to  the  Amish  in  any  way  discrimi- 
nated against  him  or  added  to  his  tax  burden. 


1.  The  requirement  of  uniformity 

The  Constitution  provides  In  article  I,  sec- 
tion 8,  clause  1 :  "The  Congress  shall  have 
power  to  lay  and  collect  taxes,  duties,  im- 
posts and  excises,  to  pay  the  debts  and  pro- 
vide for  the  common  defense  and  general 
welfare  of  the  United  States;  but  all  duties, 
imposts  and  excises  shall  be  uniform 
throughout  the  United  States;  *  *  *."  This 
canon  of  uniformity  has  been  long  estab- 
lished to  be  a  requirement  of  geographical 
uniformity  only.  Knowlton  v.  Moore,  178 
U.S.  41  (1900);  Brushaber  v.  Union  P.R.  Co., 
240  U.S.  1  (1916);  Fernandez  v.  Wiener,  326 
U.S.  340  (1945).  Insofar  as  uniformity  may 
be  required  as  an  element  of  reasonableness 
under  the  due  process  clause,  the  problems 
are  dealt  with  in  my  discussion  of  the  appli- 
cation of  that  clause. 

2.  The  first  amendment 

The  proposed  exemption,  if  allowed,  would 
represent  a  determination  by  Congress  that 
an  accommodation  of  the  self-employment 
tax  law  to  prevent  offense  to  religious  scru- 
ples against  insurance  would  not  be  contrary 
to  public  policy.  The  first  amendment  pro- 
vides that  "Congress  shall  make  no  law  re- 
specting an  establishment  of  religion,  or  pro- 
hibiting the  free  exercise  thereof  *  *  *." 
The  question  is  whether  an  exemption  from 
the  social  security  tax  would  be  constitu- 
tional as  an  accommodation  or  mitigation  of 
a  general  requirement  in  order  to  permit  the 
free  exercise  of  a  religion  or  whether  it  would 
be  an  aid  to  the  specified  religion  at  the  ex- 
pense of  other  religions  and  therefore  be  an 
unconstitutional  establishment  of  religion. 

It  is  my  conclusion  that  the  proposed  ex- 
emption would  in  all  probability  be  held  to 
be  a  valid  accommodation  of  the  general  law 
to  permit  religious  liberty  under  the  free 
exercise  clause.  The  subsidiary  question 
whether  the  definition  of  the  persons  ex- 
empted may  be  a  reasonable  classification 
under  the  due  process  clause  is  discussed  in 
a  subsequent  part  of  this  opinion.  I  base 
my  conclusion  on  the  following  decisions  of 
Federal  and  State  courts,  particularly  the 
Supreme  Court,  which  interpret  the  first 
amendment  to  permit  accommodations  to 
religious  beliefs.  This  discussion  will  be  fol- 
lowed by  an  analysis  of  these  cases  which 
hold  that  certain  governmental  action  is  a 
violation  of  the  establishment  clause,  in 
order  to  make  clear  that  this  exemption 
would  not  be  an  establishment  of  religion. 

The  classic  example  of  the  application  of 
the  free  exercise  clause  is  the  series  of  cases 
which  have  upheld  congressional  exemption 
of  conscientious  objectors  from  military 
service.  The  validity  of  this  exemption  was 
first  established  by  the  Selective  Draft  Law 
Cases,  245  U.S.  366  (1918)  upholding  the  ex- 
emption in  the  draft  law  of  members  of 
religious  sects  "whose  tenets  prohibited  the 
moral  right  to  engage  in  war."  The  Solicitor 
General  had  argued  (p.  374)  that  this 
exemption  did  not  establish  such  religions 
but  simply  aided  their  free  exercise.  The 
court  considered  that  the  congressional  au- 
thority to  provide  such  exemption  was  so  ob- 
vious that  it  need  not  argue  the  point  (pp. 
389-390). 

The  present  Universal  Military  Training 
and  Service  Act  enacted  June  24,  1948,  c.  625, 
62  Stat.  604,  as  amended,  in  section  6(j),  50 
U.S.C.  App.  456(j),  exempts  from  combatant 
training  and  service  in  the  Armed  Forces  a 
person  "who  by  reason  of  religious  training 
and  belief,  is  conscientiously  opposed  to  par- 
ticipation in  war  in  any  form."  This  exemp- 
tion continues  to  be  recognized  as  constitu- 
tional under  the  free  exercise  clause.  Clark 
v.  United  States,  236  F.  2d  13  (9th  Cir.  1956) , 
cert,  denied,  352  U.S.  882  (1956);  United 
States  v.  Jakobson,  325  F.  2d  409  (2d  Cir. 
1963) ,  cert,  granted,  32  L.W.  3385,  May  5,  1964. 
Certiorari  was  granted  in  the  Jakobson  case 
and    in   two   other   conscientious  objector 
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cases,2  apparently  in  order  to  reconcile  the 
conflict  between  the  Second  and  Ninth  Cir- 
cuits as  to  whether  the  statutory  definition 
of  "religious  training  and  belief"  as  being  a 
"belief  in  a  relation  to  a  Supreme  Being" 
may  constitutionally  be  applied  to  exclude 
a  conscientious  objector  whose  belief  is  based 
on  humanistic  principles.  This  conflict  is 
one  essentially  concerned  with  reasonable 
classification  of  an  exemption  under  the  due 
process  clause,  discussed  below.  It  does  not 
concern  the  constitutional  right  of  Congress 
to  exempt  conscientious  objectors  under  the 
free  exercise  clause. 

In  the  Jakobson  case  the  Second  Circuit 
faced  the  problem  whether  "making  exemp- 
tion from  military  service  turn  on  religious 
training  and  belief  as  stated  In  section  6(j) 
aids  religions,  and  more  particularly  religions 
based  on  a  belief  in  the  existence  of  God" 
(p.  414)  and  thereby  conflicts  with  the  hold- 
ing in  Torcaso  v.  Watkins,  367  U.S.  488  { 1961 ) . 
There  it  was  determined  that  Maryland 
could  not  require  an  oath  affirming  a  belief 
in  God  as  a  prerequisite  to  becoming  a  notary 
public.  The  Jakobson  court  concluded  that 
"the  important  distinction  seems  to  us  to  be 
that,  in  contrast  to  Maryland's  notary  public 
oath,  Congress  enacted  this  statute,  in  miti- 
gation of  what  we  assume  to  be  the  con- 
stitutionally permissible  course  of  denying 
exemptions  to  all  objectors,  for  the  very  pur- 
pose of  protecting  'the  free  exercise'  of  re- 
ligion by  those  whose  religious  beliefs  were 
incompatible  with  military  service  which 
Congress  had  the  right  to  require."  (pp.  414- 
415.) 

An  exemption  identical  with  that  in  the 
1948  Military  Training  Act  was  specifically 
included  in  section  337(a)  of  the  Immigra- 
tion and  Naturalization  Act  of  June  27,  1952, 
c.  477,  66  Stat.  163,  258,  8  U.S.C.  1448(a). 
This  statutory  exemption  followed  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Girouard  v. 
United  States,  328  U.S.  61  (1946)  ruling  that 
the  naturalization  law  need  not  be,  and 
should  not  be,  interpreted  to  exclude  an 
alien  who  would  not  promise  to  bear  arms 
because  of  religious  scruples.  Justice 
Douglas,  for  the  majority,  reaffirming  prin- 
ciples enunciated  in  earlier  dissents  by 
Justices  Hughes  and  Holmes,  said,  "The 
struggle  for  religious  liberty  has  thro\igh  the 
centuries  been  an  effort  to  accommodate  the 
demands  of  the  State  to  the  conscience  of 
the  individual"  (p.  68). 

The  general  exemption  from  taxation  of 
religious  groups'  activities  and  property  is 
another  example  of  the  exercise  by  legisla- 
tures of  the  constitutional  authority  to  make 
exemptions  to  aid  in  the  free  exercise  of 
religion,  which  continues  to  be  upheld 
against  contentions  that  the  exemption 
operates  to  establish  the  religions  thus  bene- 
fited.3 Under  this  exemption  a  unique  reli- 
gious doctrine  may  make  an  activity  of  one 
religious  group  exempt  as  having  a  religious 
purpose  which  would  not  be  exempt  when 


-  United  States  v.  Seeger,  326  P.  2d  846 
(2d  Cir.  1964),  and  the  Jakobson  case,  com- 
pared with  Peter  v.  United  States,  324  P.  2d 
173  (9th  Cir.  1963).  The  Peter  case  followed 
Etcheverry  v.  United  States,  320  F.  2d  873 
(9th  Cir.  1963)  on  which  certiorari  was  de- 
nied, 375  U.S.  320  (1963).  The  influence  of 
the  Second  Circuit  against  the  definition  is 
shown  in  MacMurray  v.  United  States,  330 
P.  2d  928  (9th  Cir.  1964) . 

'■'  Swallow  v.  United  States,  325  P.  2d  97 
(10th  Cir.  1963);  General  Finance  Corpora- 
tion v.  Archetto  (R.I.  1961)  176  A.  2d  73,  ap- 
peal dismissed,  369  U.S.  423  (1962);  Fellow- 
ship of  Humanity  v.  County  of  Alameda, 
315  P.  2d  394  (Cal.  Dist.  Ct.  App.  1957); 
Lundberg  v.  County  of  Alameda,  298  P.  2d  1 
(Cal.  1956),  appeal  dismissed,  sub  nom., 
Heisey  v.  County  of  Alameda,  352  U.S.  921 
(1956) . 


carried  on  by  other  groups  not  holding  to 
that  doctrine.4  The  exemption  from  taxa- 
tion of  religious  activities  and  occupations 
is  incorporated  into  the  Social  Security  Act 
itself  which  provides  optional  exemptions 
for  ministers,  Christian  Science  practitioners, 
employees  of  religious  organizations  and 
members  of  religious  orders  (26  U.S.C.  1402 
(c)  and  (e)  and  3121(b)  (8) ). 

A  further  illustration  of  the  principle  that 
a  legislature  may  accommodate  particular 
religious  beliefs  without  violating  the  first 
amendment  is  the  case  of  Zorach  v.  Clauson, 
343  U.S.  306  ( 1952) .  Here  the  Supreme  Court 
held  that  the  New  York  legislature  did  not 
violate  the  establishment  clause  by  author- 
izing public  schools  to  release  children  1 
hour  early  every  week  for  religious  instruc- 
tion off  the  school  grounds.    It  said: 

"When  the  State  encourages  religious  in- 
struction or  cooperates  with  religious  au- 
thorities by  adjusting  the  schedule  of  pub- 
lic events  to,  sectarian  needs,  it  follows  the 
best  of  our  traditions.  For  it  then  respects 
the  religious  nature  of  our  people  and  ac- 
commodates the  public  service  to  their  spir- 
itual needs"  (pp.  313-314) . 

The  distinction  between  Zorach  and 
McCollum  v.  Board  of  Education,  333  U.S. 
203  (1948)  well  illustrates  the  distinction 
between  the  two  first  amendment  claiises  for 
in  McCollum  the  released  time  plan  was  held 
unconstitutional  as  an  establishment  of  re- 
ligion as  classrooms  and  the  force  of  the 
school  were  used  in  that  plan. 

The  most  important  case,  for  our  purposes, 
is  the  recent  Supreme  Court  decision  in  Sher- 
bert  v.  Werner,  374  U.S.  398  (1963).  In  this 
case  the  Court  required  South  Carolina  to 
accommodate  the  requirements  of  its  unem- 
ployment compensation  law  to  the  religious 
scruples  of  an  adherent  of  a  particular  sect, 
the  Seventh-Day  Adventists.  In  three  sepa- 
rate opinions  the  members  of  the  Court  bal- 
anced the  demands  of  the  free  exercise 
clause  against  the  prohibitions  of  the  estab- 
lishment clause.  The  opinion  and  the  con- 
curring opinion  determined  that  the  denial 
of  unemployment  benefits  to  a  person  un- 
available for  suitable  work  on  Saturday  be- 
cause, being  an  Adventist  she  could  not  for 
religious  beliefs  work  on  Saturday,  was  a  re- 
striction on  the  free  exercise  of  her  religion 
and,  therefore,  unconstitutional.  The  dis- 
senting opinion  contended  that  the  accom- 
modation of  Adventists  was  a  question  of  pol- 
icy for  the  legislature  and  that  while  the 
legislature  could  constitutionally  exempt  the 
Adventist  from  the  requirements  for  eligi- 
bility placed  upon  all  other  persons  the  leg- 
islature was  not  required  to  do  so.  Conse- 
quently, the  full  Court  apparently  would 
agree  that  Congress  could  constitutionally 
make  an  exemption  from  the  general  require- 
ments of  taxation  and  compulsory  insurance 
of  persons  who  because  of  religious  scruples 
are  unwilling  to  accept  social  security  insur- 
ance. It  is  solely  the  constitutional  ability 
of  Congress  to  make  this  exemption  to  which 
this  opinion  is  addressed. 

The  reasoning  in  the  Sherbert  case  needs 
to  be  examined  as  it  bears  upon  the  power  of 
Congress  in  this  area.  The  principle  of  ac- 
commodation of  a  general  law  to  a  particular 
religious  scruple  is  the  same  in  this  situation 
as  in  Sherbert  though  the  facts  differ  in  that 
in  the  Sherbert  case  the  accommodation  was 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  Adventist  to 
receive  welfare  benefits  and  in  the  Amish 
situation  the  accommodation  would  be  for 
the  purpose  of  exempting  the  Amish  from 
benefits  as  well  as  from  taxation  for  these 
benefits. 

First,  the  Court  says  that  while  "the  con- 
sequences of  such  a  disqualification  to  re- 
ligious principles  and  practices  may  be  only 


4  Golden  Rule  Church  Association,  41  T.C. 
719  (1964),  Nonacq.  May  19,  1964). 


an  indirect  result  of  welfare  legislation"  and 
that  no  criminal  sanctions  compel  work  on 
Saturday,  the  indirect  discrimination  is 
nevertheless  a  burden  on  the  free  exercise  of 
the  Adventist's  religion.  It  requires  her  to 
abandon  her  religious  precept  or  forgo  a 
welfare  benefit  generally  available  (pp.  403, 
404).  In  the  social  security  situation  the 
employment  tax  is  supported  by  civil  and 
criminal  sanctions  of  assessed  penalties  and 
fine,  imprisonment  and  forfeiture,  so  that 
the  justification  for  congressional  relief  is 
even  clearer. 

Second,  the  court  points  out  that  while 
the  State  may  not  discriminate  invidiously 
between  religions  the  accommodation  re- 
quired to  be  allowed  to  the  Adventist  would 
not  be  discriminatory  but  rather  would  re- 
move a  discrimination  based  upon  her  reli- 
gion, since  the  law  does  not  disqualify  per- 
sons who  do  not  work  on  Sundays  (at  406). 
An  exemption  for  those  sects  which  cannot 
in  good  conscience  accept  the  insurance  for 
which  they  are  taxed  would  not  be  an  in- 
vidious discrimination  against  other  reli- 
gions which  have  no  such  scruple  and  whose 
members  are  therefore  able  to  accept  the 
insurance  for  which  they  are  taxed. 

Third,  the  court  points  out  that  the  ad- 
ministrative problems  concerned  and  the 
possibility  of  spurious  claims  do  not  justify 
a  restriction  on  the  free  exercise  of  religion 
(at  407). 

Then  the  court  concludes  (at  409)  that  its 
holding  does  not  foster  the  "establishment" 
of  the  Seventh-day  Adventist  religion  in 
South  Carolina  for  the  extension  of  unem- 
ployment benefits  to  Adventists  is  not  like 
the  involvement  of  religions  with  secular  in- 
stitutions which  the  establishment  clause  is 
designed  to  forestall  as  shown  in  its  decision 
announced  the  same  day,  School  District  of 
Abington  Township  v.  Schempp,  374  U.S.  203 
(June  17,  1963).  In  fact  the  Sherbert  rul- 
ing reversed  the  State  court  ruling  that  al- 
lowance for  the  religious  obligation  of  the 
Adventist  would  be  an  unconstitutional  dis- 
crimination in  her  favor.  See  Sherbert  v. 
Verner,  240  S.C.  286,  125  S.E.  2d  737,  746 
(1962). 

In  the  Schempp  and  its  companion  case, 
Murray  v.  Curlett,  decided  with  the  same 
opinion,  the  court  found  that  the  States 
were  establishing  religion  in  their  public 
schools  by  requiring  Bible  reading  and  the 
recitation  of  prayers  therein.  These  deci- 
sions are  developments  of  the  prior  term's 
opinion  in  Engel  v.  Vitale,  370  U.S.  421  (1962) 
holding  that  the  requirement  of  recitation 
in  the  public  schools  of  a  State-authored 
prayer  was  a  violation  of  the  establishment 
clause  which  prohibits  Government  from 
placing  its  "power,  prestige  and  financial 
suport  *  *  *  behind  a  particular  religious 
belief"  (p.  431).  In  the  Schempp  case  the 
court  develops  the  idea  that  Government 
must  remain  "neutral,"  a  term  derived  from 
the  5  to  4  decision  in  Everson  v.  Board  of 
Education,  330  U.S.  1  (1947).  In  its  context 
in  the  several  establishment  cases  this  term 
means  an  inability  of  the  State  to  use  its 
powers  to  require  religious  observances  or 
to  use  public  funds  for  the  support  of  reli- 
gious institutions.  None  of  the  holdings 
applies  the  establishment  clause  to  forbid 
the  granting  of  an  exemption  from  Govern- 
ment coercion  of  a  secular  action  to  accom- 
modate religious  scruples  under  the  free 
exercise  clause.  The  latter  clause  is  predi- 
cated, says  the  Schempp  court,  on  Govern- 
ment coercion  which  impinges  on  religious 
practice,  374  U.S.  at  223.  The  distinction 
between  these  two  historic  lines  of  decisions 
has  permitted  the  Schempp  case  to  be  de- 
cided consistently  with  the  Sherbert  case 
on  the  same  day. 

In  sum,  then,  an  exemption  removes  a 
handicap  to  the  free  exercise  of  a  particular 
religion  placed  upon  it  by  force  of  Govern- 
ment; it  is  not  a  requirement  by  the  Gov- 
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ernment  that  the  particular  religion  be 
practiced  or  observed  or  supported  by 
nonadherents. 

The  meaning  of  the  Sherbert  case  Is  made 
unmistakable  In  Its  application  by  the  court 
In  the  recent  case,  In  Re  Jenison,  375  U.S. 
14  (1963).  Here  the  court  "In  the  light  of 
Sherbert  v.  Verner"  vacated  the  Judgment  of 
the  Minnesota  Supreme  Court  In  In  Re 
Jenison,  265  Minn.  96,  120  N.W.  2d  515 
(1963).  The  Minnesota  court  had  held  a 
person  selected  for  jury  duty  in  contempt  of 
court  for  refusing  to  serve  on  the  jury  be- 
cause of  a  religious  belief  based  upon  the 
Biblical  injunction  against  judging  other 
persons.  The  Minnesota  court  had  reasoned 
that  jury  duty,  being  a  primary  duty  of  all 
citizens,  was  superior  to  a  religious  belief 
deemed  by  the  court  contrary  to  public  or- 
der, citing  Reynolds  v.  United  States,  98  U.S. 
145  (1878)  which  held  that  Congress  could 
prohibit  polygamy  as  a  violation  of  the  social 
order. 

Since  the  Supreme  Court  has  now  held 
that  Government  must  accommodate  even 
the  highest  duties  of  citizens  to  sincere  re- 
ligious scruples,  it  is  probable  that  it  would 
hold  that  Congress  may  accommodate  the 
religious  scruple  against  insurance  by  allow- 
ing for  such  a  scruple  an  optional  exemption, 
or  a  lesser  form  of  relief,  from  social  se- 
curity taxation  and  benefits. 

3.  The  due  process  clause 

Under  the  due  process  clause  of  the  fifth 
amendment  tax  statutes  must  provide  rea- 
sonable classifications  of  the  subjects  taxed 
or  regulated  and  reasonable  exemptions,  if 
exemptions  are  provided.  But,  as  has  been 
firmly  established  by  the  Supreme  Court, 
particularly  in  cases  upholding  the  various 
exemptions  provided  in  the  Social  Security 
Act  and  State  unemployment  compensation 
acts  (Carmichael  v.  Southern  Coal  Co.,  301 
U.S.  495  (1937);  Steward  Machine  Company 
v.  Davis,  301  U.S.  543  (1937);  Helvering  v. 
Davis,  301  U.S.  619  (1937) ) ,  the  outer  bounds 
of  what  is  a  reasonable  tax  or  exemption 
classification  allow  a  wider  play  of  legislative 
judgment  than  many  other  areas  of  the  law 
where  the  "reasonable"  standard  Is  applied. 
In  these  cases  the  Court  assured  legislatures 
that  they  had  the  widest  powers  of  selection 
and  classification  In  taxing  some  at  one  rate, 
others  at  another  and  exempting  others  al- 
together, where  distinctions  were  based  upon 
"considerations  of  policy  and  practical 
convenience." 

Claims  of  discriminatory  treatment  under 
social  security  continue  to  be  rejected  as 
not  "patently  arbitrary."  Flemming  v. 
Nestor,  368  U.S.  603,  611  (1960).  Recently, 
Smart  v.  United  States,  222  F.  Supp.  65 
(S.D.  N.Y.  1963),  upheld  a  higher  tax  on 
(American)  employees  of  the  United  Nations, 
as  the  means  employed  bore  a  substantial 
and  logical  relation  to  the  objective;  and 
Leeson  v.  Celebrezze,  225  F.  Supp.  527  (E  D. 
N.Y.  1963),  accepted  differences  in  depen- 
dency determination  for  children  of  a  de- 
ceased mother  from  that  for  children  of  a 
deceased  father,  based  on  family  support 
experience.  See  also  Cape  Shore  Fish  Co.  v. 
United  States,  330  F.  2d  961  (Ct.  CI.  1964), 
and  Abney  v.  Campbell,  206  F.  2d  836  (5th 
Cir.  1953)  on  fishing  vessel  empolyment  dif- 
ferences and  on  domestic  service  differences 
respectively. 

The  requirement  that  exemptions  have  a 
reasnable  basis  applies  as  well  to  exemptions 
based  upon  religious  scruples  provided  by 
Congress  In  conformity  with  the  first 
amendment.  In  a  nontax  area  this  re- 
quirement has  been  recently  reviewed  in  the 
Second  Circuit  decisions,  pending  review  in 
the  Supreme  Court,  on  the  reasonableness  of 
the  selective  service  definition  of  religious 
training  and  belief  as  being  confined  to 
belief  In  a  Supreme  Being.  United  States 
v.  Jakobson,  325  F.  2d  409  (2d  Cir.  1963) 


and  United  States  v.  Seeger,  326  F.  2d  846 
(2d  Cir.  1964);  certiorari  granted  in  both 
cases,  32  L.W.  3385,  May  5,  1964.  In  these 
cases  the  court  determined  that  an  exemp- 
tion from  bearing  arms  based  on  religious 
belief  was  a  constitutional  accomodation  of 
religion,  but  that  a  restriction  of  the  defini- 
tion of  religion  to  a  Supreme  Being  was  too 
narrow  In  view  of  Its  conclusion  that  a 
conscience  sincerely  compelled  to  refrain 
from  bearing  arms  because  of  a  mystical 
force  of  Godness  or  a  compulsion  to  fol- 
lows the  paths  of  goodness  might  be  re- 
ligious in  nature  (Seeger,  p.  853).  In 
other  words,  at  least  in  the  Second  Circuit, 
the  exemption  on  the  grounds  of  religious 
objection  must  reach  all  who  have  sincere 
objections  which  could  be  interpreted  as 
religious  in  nature. 

In  the  social  security  situation,  however,  a 
classification  may  be  as  limited  as  circum- 
stances require,  as  indicated  in  the  Smart 
and  other  cases,  supra. 

In  fact  the  Social  Security  Act  and  its 
amendments  have  characteristically  carved 
out  exemptions  which  are  as  narrow  as  re- 
quired by  the  sociological  facts,  including 
differences  among  vocations  and  religious  at- 
titudes. Thus,  for  example,  lawyers  are 
covered  by  the  self-employment  tax,  min- 
isters, including  Christian  Science  practi- 
tioners, are  optionally  covered,  but  doctors 
and  persons  who  have  taken  the  vow  of  pov- 
erty as  a  member  of  a  religious  order  are 
completely  exempted  (26  U.S.C.  1402  (c)  and 
(e),  and  42  U.S.C.  411  (c)  (4)  and  (5)). 
When  the  self-employment  tax  was  passed 
in  1950  the  act  excluded  the  performance  of 
service  by  a  minister  of  a  church  or  a  mem- 
ber of  a  religious  order  or  by  a  Christian 
Science  practitioner  in  the  exercise  of  their 
callings,  In  order  to  avoid  impairment  of  re- 
ligious liberty  (Senate  Finance  Committee 
hearings  on  H.R.  6000,  81st  Cong.,  Jan.  17, 
1950,  pt.  1,  pp.  1  and  3) .  The  exemption  was 
made  optional  in  the  1954  amendment  of  the 
act  for  these  classes  of  persons  except  the 
mendicant  orders.  These  exemptions  have 
not  been  challenged. 

The  reason  for  the  present  proposal  to 
exempt  members  of  religious  sects,  as  such,  is 
solely  that  they  have  a  religious  objection 
to  receiving  insurance.  Accordingly,  a  clas- 
sification of  such  sects  for  exemption  pur- 
poses, with  appropriate  safeguards,  would 
reach  all  those  whom  Congress  would  have 
a  reasonable  ground  to  exempt  and  would, 
therefore,  not  be  arbitrary  nor  violative  of 
due  process. 

This  conclusion  is  the  basis  of  the  opinion 
of  the  staff  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  In- 
ternal Revenue  Taxation  and  that  of  the 
American  Law  Division  of  the  Library  of 
Congress  provided  to  Senator  Clark  under 
dates  of  November  9,  1962,  and  September 
19,  1962,  respectively.  These  opinions  con- 
clude that  the  proposed  exemption  would  be 
constitutional  as  it  would  apply  to  all  those 
who  fall  within  the  classification  and  that 
the  classification  is  reasonable,  109  Cong.  Rec. 
463,  464  (1963).  A  copy  of  these  opinions 
as  reproduced  in  the  Congressional  Record 
is  attached. 

Since,  therefore,  Congress  may  exempt 
those  members  of  a  religious  faith  who  have 
scruples  against  receiving  insurance,  the 
next  question  is  what  practical  safeguards 
Congress  may  designate  to  assure  that  only 
those  who  come  within  the  policy  of  the  ex- 
emption obtain  the  exemption,  without  im- 
posing arbitrary  limitations. 

LIMITATIONS  ON   THE  EXEMPTION 

The  joint  statement  by  the  Treasury  De- 
partment and  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  reviewing  the  prob- 
lems created  by  the  proposed  exemption  for 
the  Amlsh  contains  in  section  3  suggested 
additional  limitations  upon  the  exemption. 
These  limitations  are  proposed  as  possible 


means  to  protect  the  social  security  system 
from  an  unintended  extension  of  exemptions 
from  compulsory  Insurance  which  would 
weaken  and  dilute  It.  The  extensions  of  the 
exemption  might  occur,  according  to  this 
joint  statement,  either  through  the  forma- 
tion of  additional  faiths  claiming  opposition 
to  acceptance  of  benefits  as  one  of  their 
tenets  or  through  the  redefinition  by  various 
existing  separatist  groups  of  their  tenets  to 
include  such  opposition. 

I  shall  consider  each  of  these  proposed  ad- 
ditional limitations,  designated  "a"  through 
"e",  to  determine  whether  the  limitation  may 
be  considered  by  the  courts  to  be  a  reason- 
able classification  and  consistent  with  the 
due  process  clause.  I  shall  also  suggest  a 
limitation,  designated  "f,"  which  was  not 
among  those  proposed  but  which  may  be 
found  to  limit  the  exemption  reasonably  and 
realistically  to  the  groups  which  Congress 
intends  to  accommodate  by  this  exemption. 

(a)  An  explicit  limitation  of  the  exemp- 
tion to  the  Old  Order  Amlsh. 

This  limitation  would  probably  be  consid- 
ered arbitrary  since  the  designation  of  one 
sect  to  the  exclusion  of  other  sects  having  the 
same  scruple  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
congressional  policy  of  removing  the  Govern- 
ment coercion  of  belief  which  constitutes  the 
denial  of  the  free  exercise  of  religion.  It 
would  also  probably  constitute  an  Invalid 
preference  of  one  particular  faith  over  those 
which  were  similarly  situated.  The  facts 
presented  to  Congress  indicate  that  there 
may  be  certain  other  sects  of  the  Amish  and 
possibly  other  religious  groups  who  have  the 
same  religious  scruple  which  is  now  being 
coerced.  Furthermore,  the  exemption  of  a 
single  named  group  will  be  held  to  be  arbi- 
trary 5  unless  the  relation  to  the  public  good 
is  clearly  demonstrable.0 

(b)  Limitation  to  members  of  a  sect,  ex- 
cluding adherents  who  are  not  members. 

(c)  Limitation  to  members  of  sects  who 
"take  care  of  their  own." 

These  limitations  are  being  considered  to- 
gether since  at  least  some  of  the  bills  before 
Congress  provide  that  a  necessary  condition 
of  exemption  is  a  finding  by  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  that  the 
sect  makes  provision  for  its  elderly  "mem- 
bers." This  condition  would  probably  be 
considered  a  necessary  and  proper  public 
policy  consideration  and,  therefore,  a  rea- 
sonable condition  upon  which  to  base  eligi- 
bility for  exemption.  The  purpose  of  Con- 
gress in  this  legislation  would  be  to  assure 
the  fulfillment  of  the  welfare  purpose  of 
social  security  while  relaxing  that  feature 
of  social  security  which  impinges  on  the  free 
exercise  of  religion.  Moreover,  since  individ- 
uals can  seldom  guarantee  their  own  future 
against  deprivation  and  need,  it  would  be 
reasonable  for  Congress  to  provide  that  to 
qualify  for  an  exemption  a  person  must  be  a 
member  of  a  sect  which  shares  the  religious 
commitment,  both  with  respect  to  refusing 
State  insurance  and  providing  for  that  sect's 
welfare.  Consequently,  since  the  sect  aspect 
is  essential,  it  would  seem  reasonable  to  limit 
the  qualification  for  exemption  to  persons 
who  are  members  of  a  qualifying  sect.  As 
said  by  Justices  Black  and  Douglas  in  Board 
of  Education  v.  Barnettc,  319  U.S.  624,  643 
(1943)  :  "No  well  ordered  society  can  leave 
to  the  individuals  an  absolute  right  to  make 


6  Eyers  Woolen  Co.  v.  Gilsum.  84  N.H.  1.  146 
Atl.  511  (1929);  Baltimore  v.  Starr  Methodist 
Protestant  Church,  106  Md.  281,  67  Atl.  261 
(1907).  Cf.  United  States  v.  Department  of 
Revenue  of  Illinois,  191  F.  Supp.  723  (N.D. 
HI.  1961)  Invalidating  a  retail  tax  on  sales 
to  the  Federal  but  not  to  the  State  govern- 
ment. 

'Williams  v.  Mayor  and  City  Council  of 
Baltimore,  289  U.S.  36  (1933) . 
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final  decisions,  unassailable  by  the  State, 
as  to  everything  they  will  or  will  not  do." 

(d)  Limitation  to  sects  which  require 
members  to  follow  the  occupation  of  farm- 
ing as  a  matter  of  religious  principle. 

This  limitation,  as  phrased,  would  not  be 
appropriate  on  the  basis  of  the  facts  given  in 
the  joint  statement.  It  is  there  stated  that 
"most  Old  Order  Amish  communities  permit 
members  to  make  their  living  as  self-em- 
ployed carpenters  or  masons"  (p.  9).  The 
possibility  of  limiting  the  exemption  to  sects 
which  are  established  in  farming  communi- 
ties for  religious  reasons  is  suggested  and 
discussed  below. 

(e)  Limitation  to  religious  groups  which 
were  established  before  1935. 

Any  limitation  which  designates  a  cutoff 
date  would  generally  be  less  reasonable  than 
one  which  on  its  face  shows  some  relation- 
ship to  the  public  purpose  of  the  statute. 
For  example,  a  requirement  that  the  sect 
shall  have  demonstrated  over  a  period  of 
years  its  ability  to  take  care  of  its  own  mem- 
bers would  probably  be  more  acceptable  as 
a  classification.  The  text  of  certain  of  the 
legislative  proposals  already  contain  this 
principle  in  that  they  refer  to  the  sect  to  be 
exempted  as  one  which  is  "established."  I 
would  see  no  reason  why  the  extent  or  the 
test  of  establishment  might  not  be  specifi- 
cally spelled  out.  There  is  some  authority 
that  a  "classification  which  draws  a  line  in 
favor  of  existing  businesses  as  against  those 
later  entering  the  field  will  be  upheld  if  any 
reasonable  and  substantial  basis  can  be 
found  to  justify  the  classification."  Del  Mar 
Canning  Co.  v.  Payne,  29  Cal.  2d  380,  175 
P.  2d  231,  232  (1946).  The  circumstances 
justifying  such  a  discrimination  must  pro- 
vide substantial  reason.  Mayflower  Farms  v. 
Ten  Eyck,  297  U.S.  266  (1936) .  It  is  probable 
that  the  unusual  situation  of  the  Amish  with 
respect  to  social  security  would  be  considered 
a  substantial  reason  for  a  limitation  of  the 
classification  to  established  sects. 

(f )  Limitation  to  sect  established  in  farm- 
ing communities  for  religious  reasons. 

The  faith,  the  members  of  which  are  to  be 
exempted,  might  be  described  not  only  as  one 
whose  established  tenets  would  be  violated 
by  the  acceptance  of  insurance,  and  one 
which  provides  for  elderly  and  dependent 
members,  but  as  one  which  for  religious 
reasons  is  established  in  farming  communi- 
ties. These  limitations  might  be  reasonable 
if  Congress  found  after  sufficient  inquiry 
that  they  were  necessary  to  assure  that  the 
exemption  would  be  confined  to  sects  which 
were  religiously  motivated  and  responsible, 
and  to  assure  that  the  welfare  purpose  of 
social  security  would  be  fulfilled.  Congress 
might  reasonably  find  that  the  restriction  of 
the  exemption  to  those  sects  established  in 
farming  communities  would  be  justified  on 
the  ground  that  such  a  sect  could  be  more 
certainly  relied  upon  to  identify  and  provide 
for  its  dependent  and  elderly  members  than 
those  in  the  mobile  and  transient  urban  en- 
vironment. Conversely,  the  limitation  would 
have  the  effect  of  excluding  sects  which  sub- 
sequently organize  for  the  purpose  of  exemp- 
tion from  social  security,  as  it  is  unlikely 
that  these  would  or  could  establish  them- 
selves in  farming  communities  for  religious 
or  other  reasons.  The  limitation  would  ex- 
clude other  present  separatist  groups  whose 
principles  might,  but  do  not  specifically,  in- 
clude refusal  of  social  security  benefits. 
Legislation  which  distinguishes  farming  sit- 
uations from  others  because  of  sociological 
and  economic  differences  has  taken  many 
forms  and  has  been  accepted  by  the  courts. 
See,  e.ff,  Tigner  v.  Texas,  310  U.S.  141  (1940), 
rehearing  denied,  310  U.S.  659  (1940). 

Mr.  CLARK.  If  the  amendment  were 
enacted  into  law,  these  people,  the  plain 
people,  as  they  are  known  in  my  State, 
or  the  Amish,  as  they  are  known  in  many 


other  localities,  and  who  live  in  various 
States  of  the  Union,  would  be  relieved 
from  the  payment  of  social  security 
taxes,  but  they  would  also  be  required  to 
forgo  any  benefits  under  the  social  secu- 
rity law. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
right  what  we  consider  an  injustice  in 
terms  of  civil  liberties  to  a  very  small 
group  of  people.  They  reside  mostly  in 
Pennsylvania,  Ohio,  and  Iowa. 

These  plain  people  have  strong  reli- 
gious scruples  against  receiving  any  in- 
surance benefits,  including  social  security 
benefits.  In  addition,  they  make  gener- 
ous and  conscientious  efforts  to  take  care 
of  their  own  elder  citizens  who  may  be 
disabled. 

May  I  say  to  my  friend  from  Oregon, 
who  knows  my  State  very  well,  that  I  am 
sure  he  would  be  heartened  if  he  saw  the 
strong  and  successful  efforts  of  this  par- 
ticular sect  always  to  take  care  of  their 
poor,  to  always  see  that  none  of  their 
poor  ever  go  on  the  relief  rolls.  When  a 
barn  burns  down,  they  all  rally  around 
and  help  rebuild  the  barn.  When  one  of 
them  is  taken  ill,  they  take  care  of  hos- 
pital bills.  So  they  take  care  of  their 
own. 

The  U.S.  Government  should  not  have 
to  remain  in  its  present  unenviable  posi- 
tion of  having  to  levy  against  horses, 
cattle,  and  other  simple  belongings  of 
these  honest  and  upright  people  in  order 
to  exact  the  dollar  dues  for  social  secu- 
rity taxes. 

Our  bill  would  permit  those  having 
firm  religious  beliefs  against  insurance 
to  file  applications  for  exemption  with 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare.  If  the  Secretary  found  that  the 
applications  were  filed  in  good  faith,  and 
that  the  religious  group  in  question  made 
ample  provision  for  its  older  citizens,  he 
would  be  authorized  to  approve  the 
application. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  a  newspaper  article  from  the 
Lancaster  New  Era  of  July  27  this  year, 
entitled  "Amish  in  Three  States  Pacing 
Tax  Liens— U.S.  Acts  in  Western  Penn- 
sylvania, Ohio,  and  Missouri,  But  Not  in 
Lancaster,"  may  be  printed  in  the  Rec- 
ord at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Amish  in  Three  States  Facing  Tax  Liens — 
United  States  Acts  in  Western  Pennsyl- 
vania, Ohio,  and  Missouri,  but  Not  in 
Lancaster 

Tax  liens  have  been  filed  against  the  farm 
properties  of  several  hundred  Amish  in  the 
western  part  of  the  State,  Ohio,  and  Mis- 
souri by  the  Federal  Government  for  the 
collection  of  delinquent  social  security  taxes. 

The  actions,  according  to  an  Internal 
Revenue  Service  spokesman  in  Washington, 
are  being  taken  because  the  delinquent  so- 
cial security  tax  accounts  of  the  Amish  were 
expiring  under  the  Government's  6-year  stat- 
ute of  limitations  to  take  proceedings. 
no  liens  here 

No  liens  have  been  filed  in  Lancaster 
County  and  none  are  currently  planned,  ac- 
cording to  the  District  IRS  Office  in  Phila- 
delphia, apparently  because  of  voluntary  tax 
payments  by  county  Amish. 

Quite  a  few  voluntary  payments  are  re- 
ceived from  local  Amish  on  a  regular  basis, 


Howard  A.  Zeamer,  acting  collection  manag- 
er at  the  county  IRS  office,  confirmed. 

These  payments  by  local  Amish  apparent- 
ly are  preventing  the  6-year  statute  of  limi- 
tations from  expiring  in  the  county. 

ONE  HUNDRED  FIFTY  IN  ONE  COUNTY 

Hiram  Hershey,  Jr.,  of  Harleysville,  Mont- 
gomery County,  an  Old  Order  Amish  spokes- 
man in  the  State,  said  that  150  liens  alone 
had  been  filed  in  Holmes  County,  Ohio,  and 
at  least  one-third  were  filed  this  year. 

He  said  there  was  "an  increasing  trend  to- 
ward liens"  and  "apparently  considerable 
harassment  against  Amishmen." 

Expiration  of  the  6-year  statute  of  limi- 
tations on  the  accounts  of  some  Amish,  who 
refuse  to  sign  waivers  to  extend  the  collec- 
tion period,  now  is  leaving  the  Government 
with  the  decision  to  take  action  to  collect 
the  delinquent  taxes  or  let  its  collection 
rights  lapse. 

COMPROMISE  OFFERED 

Last  week,  the  Government  proposed  a 
compromise  tax  recovery  plan  to  attempt  to 
solve  the  Amish  objections  to  payment  of 
social  security  taxes. 

The  plan  called  for  the  Amish  to  waive  all 
benefits  but  still  pay  the  tax.  At  retirement, 
the  money  a  person,  paid  as  taxes  would  be 
refunded  in  monthly  installments  equal  to 
the  monthly  social  security  benefits  for 
which  a  person  would  ordinarily  qualify. 

Amish  reception  to  the  plan  was  generally 
unfavorable,  considering  it  a  compromise  in 
their  religious  beliefs  which  oppose  insur- 
ance of  any  sort. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
my  friend  from  Louisiana  will  be  willing 
to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, the  amendment  deserves  considera- 
tion. We  have  done  something  of  this 
sort  with  regard  to  Catholic  priests  who 
take  a  vow  of  poverty.  Inasmuch  as  they 
could  not  possibly  benefit  from  the  so- 
cial security  program  in  pursuance  of 
their  consciences  and  their  religion,  they 
are  not  taxed  for  the  social  security  pro- 
gram. Something  of  that  sort  was  done 
with  regard  to  Baptist  preachers,  to  let 
them  decide  whether  or  not  their  inter- 
pretation of  Scripture  required  them  to 
bypass  social  security  benefits. 

Mr.  CLARK.  If  the  Senator  will  yield, 
Senator  Kerr  accepted  an  amendment  to 
this  effect. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  sure  he 
would,  because  it  involved  the  same  prin- 
ciple as  the  Senator's  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  be  willing  to 
support  the  amendment  and  go  to  con- 
ference to  see  what  the  attitude  of  the 
House  conferees  will  be.  Recognizing 
that  we  have  pursued  this  principle  in 
certain  other  situations,  I  would  be  will- 
ing to  take  the  amendment  to  confer- 
ence. I  believe  most  of  the  members  of 
the  committee  would  be  willing  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CLARK.    I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  Sen- 
ator in  charge  of  the  bill  says  he  is  willing 
to  take  the  amendment  to  conference.  I 
have  been  around  here  long  enough  to 
know  what  that  means. 

I  shall  vote  against  the  amendment, 
because  there  are  many  facets  to  the 
amendment  that  might  lead  to  unfortu- 
nate precedents  that  will  have  future 
application. 

There  is  in  existence  a  sect  which  fol- 
lows a  course  of  human  behavior — I  need 
say  no  more — that,  if  not  checked  by  the 
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criminal  laws  of  the  country,  would  lead 
to  a  rather  bad  state  of  public  morality. 
We  apply  our  laws  to  members  of  that 
sect.  We  do  not  give  them  an  exemption 
on  the  ground  of  religious  beliefs. 

We  are  dealing  with  a  sect  here  com- 
posed of  very  wonderful,  gentle  people 
who  are  not  proverty  stricken.  The  com- 
ment was  made  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  certain  Catholic  priests 
take  an  oath  of  complete  poverty.  As  a 
result,  they  are  not  subject  to  taxation 
for  the  simple  reason  they  have  no  in- 
come on  which  to  pay  taxes.  I  do  not 
think  that  is  an  analogous  situation.  We 
are  actually  dealing  with  a  group  of  peo- 
ple who  believe,  on  religious  grounds, 
that  they  should  be  exempt  from  Ameri- 
can civil  policy.  I  do  not  know  where  the 
end  of  that  road  would  be.  I  have  great 
sympathy  for  those  people,  but  there  is 
also,  within  their  religion,  a  basis  for 
recognition  that  temporal  matters  are  for 
temporal  government  and  that  spiritual 
matters  are  for  God.  We  have  a  right  to 
expect  them  to  adjust  to  their  temporal 
obligations. 

I  shall  vote  against  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Penn- 
sylvania [Mr.  Clark],  for  himself  and 
other  Senators. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  send  certain  amendments  to  the 
desk 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  will  be  stated. 

Mr.  JjONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  dis- 
pense with  the  reading  of  the  amend- 
ments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  offered  by  Mr.  Long 
of  Louisiana  are  as  follows: 

On  page  45,  line  7,  strike  out  all  beginning 
with  the  word  "equal"  through  the  word 
"percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "equal 
to  6.5  percent". 

On  page  45,  line  11,  strike  out  all  beginning 
with  the  word  "equal"  through  "percent"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "equal  to  6.9  percent". 

On  page  45,  line  15,  strike  out  all  beginning 
with  the  word  "equal"  through  the  word 
"percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "equal 
to  7.7  percent". 

On  page  45,  lines  18  and  19,  beginning  with 
the  word  "equal"  strike  out  all  through 
"percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "equal 
to  8.0  percent". 

On  page  46,  line  8,  beginning  with  the 
word  "shall"  strike  out  all  through  the  word 
"percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "shall  be 
4.35  percent". 

On  page  46,  lines  10  and  11,  beginning  with 
the  word  "shall"  strike  out  all  through  "per- 
cent" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "shall  be 
4.60  percent". 

On  page  46,  lines  13  and  14,  beginning 
with  the  word  "shall"  strike  out  all  through 
"percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "shall 
be  5.10  percent". 

On  page  46,  line  16,  beginning  with  the 
word  "shall",  strike  out  all  through  the 
word  "percent"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
"shall  be  5.30  percent". 

On  page  47,  line  4,  beginning  with  the  word 
"shall"  strike  out  all  through  "percent"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "shall  be  4.35  percent". 

On  page  47,  line  6,  beginning  with  the 
word  "shall"  strike  out  all  through  "percent" 


and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "shall  be  4.60  per- 
cent". 

On  page  47,  lines  8  and  9,  beginning  with 
the  word  "shall"  strike  out  all  through  "per- 
cent" and  Insert  in  lieu  thereof  "shall  be 
5.10  percent". 

On  page  47,  line  11,  beginning  with  the 
word  "shall"  strike  out  all  through  "per- 
cent" and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "shall  be 
5.30  percent". 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, my  offering  of  this  amendment 
will  require  unanimous  consent  on  the 
same  basis  that  was  required  for  the 
offering  of  the  Prouty  amendment. 
When  the  Gore  amendment  was  adopted 
the  schedule  of  taxes  in  the  Gore  amend- 
ment had  the  effect  of  precluding  the 
offering  of  subsequent  amendments  to 
amend  the  tax  schedules  in  order  to 
make  actuarially  sound  the  benefits  pro- 
posed to  be  put  within  the  social  security 
system. 

The  amendment  I  now  offer  would  in- 
crease the  taxes  by  the  amount  neces- 
sary to  increase  the  earnings  limitation 
so  that  a  person  could  earn  $1,500  and 
keep  that  amount  and  also  keep  half  of 
the  next  $1,500  he  earns.  The  earnings 
limitation  amendment  has  already  been 
voted  today  by  the  Senate. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
amendment  may  be  offered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  Without  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, as  I  explained  before,  the  amend- 
ment the  Senate  previously  agreed  to 
provided  that  the  earnings  limitation 
could  be  increased  to  $1,500  and  that  a 
person  could  keep  half  of  $1,500  beyond 
that  amount.  It  would  require  taxes  of 
1.6  percent  on  payroll.  If  the  instant 
amendment  were  not  agreed  to,  the  con- 
ferees would  automatically  be  instructed 
to  drop  some  benefits  so  as  to  keep  the 
program  actuarially  sound.  The  Senate 
should  support  the  conferees  in  that  re- 
gard. Yet  the  conferees  should  be  pre- 
pared to  insist  on  everything  the  Senate 
voted  for. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  what  does  this  do 
to  all  the  balance  of  money  that  was 
discussed  previously?  The  extra  amount 
as  a  result  of  the  Gore  amendment  was 
0.30. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  the  Sena- 
tor takes  the  whole  Gore  amendment  

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  extra  amount 
was  0.30.    The  registration  added  0.16. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  only 
thing  I  have  offered  that  increases  the 
cost  of  the  social  security  program  sub- 
stantially is  an  amendment  to  permit  a 
man  to  earn  $1,500  annually  and  keep 
all  of  his  social  security  benefits  and  to 
earn  an  additional  $1,500  and  keep  $1  of 
every  $2  in  social  security  benefits. 

The  Senate  agreed  to  that  amend- 
ment. However,  I  did  not  offer  a  fur- 
ther amendment  to  increase  the  tax  in 
order  to  pay  for  the  amendment  that  I 
had  offered,  because  to  do  so  would  have 
required  unanimous  consent.  The  Sen- 
ate subsequently  gave  unanimous  con- 
sent to  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Prouty],  to  offer  his  amendment.  If  his 
amendment  were  adopted  there  would 
be  both  an  increase  in  benefits  and  an 


increase  in  the  tax  to  cover  the  addi- 
tional benefits. 

All  I  am  doing  is  asking  to  increase 
the  tax  to  pay  the  expense  of  the  bene- 
fits which  I  offered  in  my  amendment 
and  to  which  the  Senate  agreed. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  It  is  hard  to  keep 
track  of  all  these  things.  There  is  no 
opportunity  to  read  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  All  I  am 
doing  is  exactly  what  was  done  when  the 
Senate  supported  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]. 
All  I  am  asking  is  that  the  Senate  do 
what  the  Senate  did  for  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee.  He  did  not  propose  an 
increase  in  the  tax  at  the  time  he  offered 
his  medicare  amendment.  He  merely  of- 
fered the  amendment.  The  Senate  voted 
for  it.  The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
After  it  had  been  agreed  to  I  permitted 
the  unanimous  consent  to  be  obtained 
and  the  Gore  amendment  to  increase  the 
tax  to  cover  the  benefits  for  which  the 
Senate  had  voted  to  be  accepted. 

We  increased  the  tax  to  cover  the  Gore 
medicare  benefits.  That  is  what  I  am 
asking  that  the  Senate  do  now.  What  I 
am  asking  the  Senate  to  let  me  do  now 
is  what  the  Senate  did  by  unanimous 
consent  previously,  when  it  accepted  a 
Gore  amendment,  which  increased  the 
tax  to  cover  the  cost  of  another  Gore 
amendment,  the  medicare  amendment 
that  the  Senate  had  adopted. 

I  ask  that  the  tax  be  increased  to  cover 
the  cost  of  the  earnings  limitation 
amendment  that  I  had  offered  and  that 
the  Senate  had  accepted. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  the  Gore  amend- 
ment, added  to  the  House  bill,  produced 
a  cost  of  10.4  percent,  how  much  would 
be  required  to  float  the  benefit  provided 
by  the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  My  amend- 
ment would  require  10.56  percent. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.    That  is  additional? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  addi- 
tion is  0.16. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  0.16. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  would  be  almost 
10.6  percent.  Approximately  10.6  per- 
cent. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  10.56  per- 
cent. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  cost  of  the  Gore 
amendment  was  8.4  percent. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  depends 
on  what  the  Senator  is  talking  about. 
The  Gore  amendment  would  cost  10.40 
percent.  My  amendment  would  add  0.16 
percent.  In  1970,  in  other  words,  the 
tax  would  be  10.56  percent. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Frankly,  I  must  say — 
and  I  believe  my  colleague  from  Illinois 
will  agree — that  at  no  time  in  the  Pi- 
nance  Committee  have  we  ever  discussed 
a  figure  of  10.6  percent.  We  got  up  to 
10.4  percent.  There  ought  to  be  some 
further  discussion.  Perhaps  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  ought  to  be  in  the 
Chamber.  I  hope  my  friend  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  will  not  press  the  amend  - 
ment  tonight. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  a  Senator 
wishes  to  oppose  my  amendment,  of 
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course  it  is  his  privilege  to  do  so.  I  shall 
not  press  it.  I  hope  the  Senate  will  let 
me  do  the  responsible  thing,  to  increase 
the  tax  to  cover  the  benefits  that  have 
been  voted. 

If  we  do  not  do  it,  we  shall  freeze  it  at 
10.4  percent,  but  will  have  benefits  that 
must  be  covered  by  10.56  percent. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  This  is  one  of  the 
things  that  I  fear.  The  Senator  from 
Louisiana  is  putting  some  sugar  in  the 
bill,  which  will  cost  money.  Then  the 
conference  committee  will  choose  the 
sugar  rather  than  the  hospital  and  nurs- 
ing care  for  the  aged.  That  was  one  of 
the  purposes  of  the  original  Long  amend- 
ment, which  was  superseded  by  the  Gore 
perfecting  amendment. 

Now  my  good  friend — and  he  is  my 
good  friend,  and  we  are  very  fond  of 
him  in  the  committee — is  up  to  his  old 
tricks.  He  produces  something  that  is 
very  attractive  and  which  I  personally 
favor.  Whether  it  can  be  taken  at  this 
time,  along  with  hospital  and  nursing 
care  for  the  aged,  is  something  that  I  am 
not  certain  about. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  What  I  have 
put  in  the  bill  is  just  as  much  in  the  bill 
as  the  Gore  amendment  is  in  the  bill. 
The  problem  is  that  there  is  not  enough 
tax  in  the  bill  to  pay  for  the  benefits 
that  have  been  voted  by  the  Senate. 

If  we  do  not  increase  the  tax,  some- 
thing must  come  out. 

I  should  like  to  be  able  to  urge  that 
the  House  take  everything  in  the  Sen- 
ate bill.  In  conference  I  want  to  fight 
for  everything  in  the  Senate  bill.  I  in- 
tend to  fight  just  as  hard  for  what  the 
Senator  supported  and  that  I  voted 
against,  as  I  shall  vote  for  what  I  sup- 
ported. I  shall  fight  for  what  the  Sen- 
ate has  done.  That  is  the  will  of  the 
Senate.  We  should  be  in  the  position  of 
insisting  on  everything  in  the  bill.  But 
if  the  amendment  I  now  offer  to  finance 
benefits  the  Senate  has  already  voted,  is 
not  agreed  to,  the  Senate  conferees  are 
put  in  the  position  of  surrendering  on 
something  that  the  Senate  voted  to  adopt 
in  order  to  make  the  bill  an  actuarially 
sound  one.  If  the  Senator  wishes  to 
leave  this  amendment  out,  of  course,  we 
can  leave  it  out;  but  it  is  needed  to 
finance  the  benefits  that  the  Senate 
voted.  I  want  to  increase  the  tax  so 
that  the  fund  will  remain  actuarially 
sound. 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  was  on 
the  floor  when  my  amendment  was 
agreed  to.  He  was  on  the  floor  when 
the  Senate  agreed  to  the  Prouty  amend- 
ment. That  required  unanimous  con- 
sent. We  permitted  him  to  have  his 
amendment  voted  into  the  bill,  and  to 
have  certain  amendments  agreed  to 
which  prejudiced  us.  Having  prejudiced 
ourselves,  we  must  now  ask  the  Senate 
to  let  us  vote  on  this  amendment. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  We  had  not  prom- 
ised to  vote  for  the  Prouty  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  But  the  Sen- 
ator voted  for  my  amendment.  All  I  am 
asking  is  that  the  Senate  let  us  increase 
the  tax,  so  that  the  fund  will  be  actuari- 
ally sound,  and  so  that  the  benefits  we 


voted  when  we  adopted  the  amendment 
will  not  exceed  the  tax  that  we  have 
voted. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  We  voted  on  the 
Long  amendment  on  the  theory  that  it 
would  not  be  a  substitute  proposal.  The 
Senator  is  in  an  odd  position.  He  is  in 
charge  of  the  bill.  He  offers  an  amend- 
ment. It  is  hard  to  say  whether  it  is 
a  committee  amendment  or  his  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  is  a  part 
of  the  amendment  that  the  Gore  amend- 
ment struck  from  the  bill.  It  is  an 
amendment  that  was  sponsored  by  six 
members  of  the  committee.  I  believe  it 
has  the  support  of  the  majority  of  the 
committee.  It  was  not  voted  on  by  the 
committee.  However,  it  is  something 
that  the  Senate  voted  2  years  ago  to  in- 
clude in  the  bill,  by  an  overwhelming 
vote.  In  fact,  the  Senate  voted  to  go  a 
little  further  than  that.  It  voted  to  raise 
the  earnings  limitation  to  $1,800.  It 
voted  to  do  so  by  a  very  lopsided  vote. 
All  I  am  asking  is  that  the  Senate,  hav- 
ing voted  to  permit  this  improvement 
in  the  program,  vote  to  increase  the  tax 
to  pay  the  cost.  It  is  a  very  modest  in- 
crease. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  would  be  willing  to  let  this 
amendment  go  over  until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  withdraw  the  amendment. 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
OF  1964 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  11865)  to  increase  bene- 
fits under  the  Federal  old-age,  sur- 
vivors, and  disability  insurance  system, 
to  provide  child's  insurance  benefits  be- 
yond age  18  while  in  school,  to  provide 
widow's  benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced 
basis,  to  provide  benefits  for  certain  in- 
dividuals not  otherwise  eligible  at  age 
72,  to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the 
trust  funds,  to  extend  coverage,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  a  modification  of  my  amend- 
ment which  I  offered  yesterday. 

Before  the  unanimous-consent  agree- 
ment propounded  by  Senator  Long  to 
have  his  name  removed  from  his  amend- 
ment and  have  the  name  of  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Gore],  substituted  therefore,  I  had  ready 
an  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substi- 
tute for  the  Gore-Long  amendment.  Be- 
cause of  the  adoption  of  the  unanimous- 
consent  proposal  and  the  inclusion  of  the 
Gore-Long  amendment,  now  known  as 
the  Gore-Anderson  amendment,  in  the 
bill  itself,  I  was  precluded  from  offering 
my  substitute. 

However,  subsequent  to  that  time  the 
majority  leader,  the  Senator  from  Loui- 
siana, and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Tennessee,  acquiesced  in  my  re- 
quest for  a  unanimous  consent  to  offer 
my  amendment  anyway. 

The  amendment  as  printed  needs  mod- 
ification to  meet  the  objectives  of  sub- 
stituting the  Prouty  approach  for  the 
Gore-Anderson  approach.  Therefore,  I 
have  sent  to  the  desk  this  technical  modi- 
fication to  conform  my  subsequent 
amendment  to  my  original  amendment. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem- 
pore. The  clerk  will  state  the  modifica- 
tion of  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  end  of 
the  amendment,  it  is  proposed  to  add 
the  following: 

Sec.  3.  Strike  from  the  Act  both  sections 
known  as  the  Gore-Anderson  medicare  sec- 
tions, by  striking  from  the  first  line  of  the 


first  page  of  section  20  all  through  the 
period  at  the  end  of  section  238. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROUTY.   I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  How  long 
does  the  Senator  think  it  will  take  him 
to  explain  his  amendment? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  believe  it  will  take  a 
half  hour,  or  perhaps  a  little  more.  The 
Senate  is  operating  under  a  time  limita- 
tion. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  In  view  of 
the  time  limitation,  I  wonder  if  it  might 
be  possible  to  agree  on  the  time  for  the 
vote,  so  that  Senators  may  plan  their 
schedule  accordingly. 

I  wonder  if  the  Senator  would  be  will- 
ing to  agree  to  limit  the  debate  on  the 
amendment  to  1  hour,  the  time  to  be 
equally  divided.  So  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, the  Senator  could  have  half  of 
my  half  hour.  The  traditional  agree- 
ment is  1  hour.  Under  such  arrange- 
ment the  Senator  would  have  45  minutes 
and  I  would  be  allowed  15  minutes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Madam  President,  I 
am  afraid  that  the  arrangement  would 
not  give  me  sufficient  time.  I  should  like 
to  accommodate  the  Senator.  I  shall 
get  through  as  quickly  as  I  can. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  thank  the 
Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mrs. 
Neuberger  in  the  chair) .  How  much 
time  does  the  Senator  yield  himself? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  yield  myself  20  min- 
utes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  is  recognized  for  20  minutes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Madam  President,  in 
one  of  the  parables  Christ  spoke  out 
against  the  deadly  sin  of  indifference. 
He  said: 

For  I  was  an  hungred,  and  ye  gave  me  no 
meat;  I  was  thirsty,  and  ye  gave  me  no 
drink; 

I  was  a  stranger,  and  ye  took  me  not  in; 
naked,  and  ye  clothed  me  not;  sick,  and  in 
prison,  and  ye  visited  me  not. 

Madam  President,  a  few  days  ago  the 
Congress  approved  the  so-called  anti- 
poverty  bill.  As  far  as  I  can  determine, 
there  is  no  provision  in  that  bill  for  any 
of  our  elderly  retired  citizens.  Yet  this 
group  needs  help  more  than  any  other 
segment  of  our  population. 

Millions  of  Americans  have  been  poor 
at  one  time  or  other  during  their  lives 
and  ultimately  they  have  managed  to 
get  ahead  because  of  thrift,  dedication, 
and  just  plain  hard  work. 

Yet  there  are  millions  of  others  who 
have  never  really  had  a  chance  to  put 
aside  any  money  because  of  the  depres- 
sion, because  of  family  sickness,  be- 
cause of  low  wages  or  because  they  were 
not  protected  by  the  social  security  law 
during  their  working  years. 

When  a  man  is  young  and  in  good 
health  no  matter  how  dark  the  days  may 
be  he  can  see  just  over  the  horizon 
brighter  tomorrows  that  lift  his  spirit  and 
lower  his  despair. 

But  when  old  age  comes,  and  day  by 
day  a  man  loses  his  close  friends,  suffers 
from  chronic  ailments,  and  can  no  longer 
provide  even  the  barest  necessities  for  his 
wife — life  seems  to  lose  its  meaning  and 
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each  tomorrow  is  awaited  not  with  hope 
but  with  fear. 

Are  these  the  golden  years  that  so 
often  are  spoken  about  in  glowing  terms? 
No,  for  millions  of  people  they  are  not 
and  they  never  will  be  until  the  Congress 
approves  a  social  security  program  which 
reaches  out  to  the  older  people  of  this 
land  and  tells  them  by  deed — not  by 
word — that  they  are  no  longer  the  forgot- 
ten Americans. 

Do  Senators  know  that  over  1  million 
people  on  the  social  security  rolls  receive 
only  $40  a  month.  This  amounts  to  a 
little  over  a  dollar  a  day  out  of  which 
must  come  food,  clothing,  and  shelter. 

What  can  a  man  buy  for  a  dollar 
today?  His  day's  allowance  would  be 
gone  with  a  pound  of  coffee  and  a  quart 
of  milk.  And,  when  these  have  been 
purchased  with  what  does  he  buy  bread, 
sugar,  flour — I  will  not  say  butter  be- 
cause many  of  these  people  have  for- 
gotten what  butter  tastes  like  because 
they  do  not  have  the  money  to  pay  for 
it. 

The  issue  squarely  before  the  Senate 
is,  What  is  this  Congress  going  to  do  to 
put  food  on  the  tables  and  clothing  on 
the  backs  of  18  million  Americans  who 
gave  this  country  their  earnest  labor 
and  in  many  cases  fought  for  it  at  the 
risk  of  their  lives  during  their  younger 
years? 

Yes,  they  once  were  young.  Young 
enough  to  produce  the  food  and  fiber  a 
growing  country  demanded.  Young 
enough  to  build  with  their  hands,  their 
hearts,  and  their  pocketbooks  the  fac- 
tories, the  schools,  the  hospitals,  and  the 
great  institutions  in  which  we  take  such 
pride. 

From  its  inception  in  1935  the  social 
security  law  was  designed  to  provide  a 
basic  floor  of  protection  against  want; 
yet,  in  those  desperate  days  monthly 
payments  to  the  Nation's  aged  and  in- 
firm were  as  low  as  $13.48. 

Today,  almost  some  30  5rears  later,  the 
so-called  floor  of  protection  is  $40  per 
month. 

Now,  we  can  look  at  pages  of  statistics 
and  analyses  to  determine  whether  the 
current  minimum  monthly  benefit  is  pro- 
portionate to  the  benefit  scales  of  earlier 
years,  as  viewed  in  the  light  of  the  escala- 
tion of  the  cost  of  living  and  wage  scales. 
But,  no  amount  of  comparison  will  ex- 
tinguish the  basic  fact  that  $40  per 
month  represents  next  to  nothing  in 
terms  of  the  needs  of  older  America. 

And,  if  there  is  nothing  to  supplement 
that  paltry  sum,  nothing  in  the  way  of 
earnings,  nothing  in  the  way  of  pensions, 
nothing  in  the  way  of  savings,  and  if 
there  are  no  living  relatives  able  to  sup- 
port the  infirm  or  elderly  person,  then  we 
have  not  done  what  we  set  out  to  do. 
We  have  not  only  failed  to  shield  our 
older  people  from  the  wretched  face  of 
poverty,  we  have  teased  their  faint  hopes 
with  a  monthly  token  of  what  might  be. 

Who  are  the  people  who  receive  this 
minimum  amount?  The  social  security 
tables  tell  a  startling  story.  They  are 
the  people  who  acquired  coverage  with 
as  little  as  $67  per  month  average  month- 
ly wages.  These  are  the  people  who 
stood  to  receive  the  overwhelming  sum 
of  $13.48  under  the  1939  act.    These  are 
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the  people  who  are  least  likely  to  have 
anything  substantial  in  the  way  of  sav- 
ings, pensions,  and  other  visible  means 
of  support. 

Madam  President,  this  dilemma  has 
alarming  proportions.  There  are  over  18 
million  people  in  our  country  today  who 
are  over  65.  It  is  estimated  that  by  the 
year  2000  one-third  of  our  population 
will  be  age  65  or  over,  or  over  32.3  mil- 
lion people.  If  the  1960  income  percent- 
ages hold  steady,  4  percent  of  that  group, 
or  close  to  1,300,000  people,  will  have  no 
money  income  whatsoever.  If,  through 
revisions  of  the  social  security  laws,  these 
people  are  blanketed  in  under  social  se- 
curity, or  otherwise  become  eligible  for 
the  minimum  social  security  benefit,  we 
will  be  distributing,  out  of  the  old-age 
trust  fund,  some  $52  million  per  year  to 
people  who  cannot  possibly  derive  much 
benefit  from  such  a  little  sum  as  $40  per 
month.  Of  course,  this  money  will  find 
its  way  back  into  the  economy,  but  that 
is  not  the  objective  of  the  social  security 
program. 

The  program  must  either  give  to  those 
in  need  the  protection  it  was  designed  to 
afford,  or  go  down  in  history  as  a  great 
hoax  on  the  poor  and  aged. 

Madam  President,  that  is  the  very 
plight  our  old  people  face  today.  They 
come  to  us  with  statements  of  their 
minimum  basic  needs  to  make  a  go  of  it 
and  we  unhesitatingly  offer  them  half. 
We  have  got  to  remove  the  blinders  on 
social  security  and  take  a  long,  hard 
look  at  what  the  people  need. 

Our  brothers  in  Canada  are  showing 
us  up.  Canadian  old  age  pensions  are 
available  to  those  who  have  reached  the 
age  of  70.  The  only  requirement  is  that 
the  recipient  has  been  a  resident  of  Can- 
ada for  10  years.  Seventy-five  dollars 
is  available  to  each  person  or  $150  per 
couple.  The  beneficiary  makes  no  con- 
tribution whatsoever  to  the  program. 
And,  like  our  social  security,  no  means 
test  is  applied.  So,  while  the  recipient 
of  our  modest  $40  per  month  has  been 
paying  into  the  system  from  an  average 
monthly  wage  of  $67  per  month,  his 
counterpart  in  Canada  does  nothing  and 
receives  $75  per  month. 

I  am  not  so  much  concerned  whether 
or  not  the  Canadian  recipient  contrib- 
utes to  the  program  or  not.  My  prime 
interest  is  the  fact  that  the  Canadian 
Government  has  recognized  the  need  for 
a  level  of  benefits  far  in  excess  of  $40 
per  month.  It  certainly  represents  a 
better  effort  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
people. 

As  of  the  end  of  1963  there  were  10,- 
263,331  people  on  the  U.S.  social  secu- 
rity-old age  rolls.  Eleven  percent  of 
these  were  beneficiaries  of  the  minimum 
figure  of  $40.  That  is  over  1,100,000 
people  who  receive  what  is  now  the  mini- 
mum amount. 

Madam  President,  my  amendment 
provides  for  a  minimum  benefit  level  of 
$70  with  scaled  benefit  increases  into  the 
upper  benefit  levels.  It  is  my  hope  that 
we  can,  this  session,  right  an  old  wrong 
and  start  social  security  payments  at  a 
level  consonant  with  the  needs  of  our 
people. 


Each  day's  mail  brings  me  additional 
sorrow  for  the  plight  of  our  older  peo- 
ple. A  dear  friend  writes  that  if  help 
does  not  come  soon  she  and  her  85-year- 
old  husband  will  have  to  give  up  their 
cows — their  only  source  of  income.  A 
stranger  writes  of  his  fears  for  himself 
and  his  family  if  he  cannot  buy  coal  for 
the  winter. 

Madam  President,  during  the  consid- 
eration of  the  poverty  bill  we  were  told 
time  and  again  that  there  was  a  magic 
poverty  level  of  $3,000  for  a  family  of 
four.  Now  I  know  from  my  travels  across 
this  country  that  there  are  places  where 
$3,000  will  buy  security  for  such  a  fam- 
ily. Likewise,  I  know  that  the  same  in- 
come in  some  of  our  larger  cities  will 
only  buy  discontent. 

But  accepting,  arguendo,  that  there  is 
some  sort  of  magic  about  this  $3,000 
poverty  level,  let  us  take  a  look  at  pov- 
erty through  the  eyes  of  social  security. 

Under  existing  law  a  family  of  four 
with  earnings  of  $1,900  per  year  during 
the  years  that  they  contributed  to  social 
security  is  eligible  to  receive  about 
$112.50  per  month  or  some  $1,350  per 
year  in  social  security  benefits. 

In  other  words,  when  the  head  of  the 
family  was  working  he  received  income 
$1,100  below  the  so-called  poverty  level 
and  when  he  retires  he  and  his  family 
will  go  $1,650  below  the  poverty  level. 

This  means  that  during  retirement 
years  the  man  and  his  wife  will  have  a 
clear  50  or  60  percent  gap  between  their 
income  and  their  needs. 

Add  to  this  disparity  the  fact  that  this 
family  had  to  make  contributions  to  the 
system  of  close  to  $64  per  year  out  of 
their  marginal  income  and  it  becomes 
clear  that  the  social  security  system,  as 
presently  constituted,  does  not  fulfill  its 
objectives. 

And,  when  I  talk  about  people  in  this 
category,  the  $112.50  per  month  family 
benefit,  I  am  talking  about  no  exceptional 
case.  Indeed,  I  am  talking  about  the 
average  man  and  wife  who  receive  so- 
cial security  payments. 

Most  people  probably  do  not  realize 
that  60  percent  of  the  social  security 
beneficiaries  had  earnings  below  the  so- 
called  poverty  level  the  years  that  they 
were  obtaining  coverage,  and  an  even 
higher  percentage  of  these  beneficiaries 
are  below  the  poverty  level  when  they 
are  actually  drawing  benefits. 

Madam  President,  Sargent  Shriver 
came  to  this  Congress  and  asked  for  close 
to  a  billion  dollars  to  fight  poverty,  but 
not  the  problems  of  the  aged.  He  asked 
for  $5,000  to  send  a  boy  away  to  camp 
for  a  year,  but  not  $70  a  month  for  an 
old  person. 

I  voted  for  the  poverty  program  with 
the  anticipation  that  help  was  on  the 
way  for  our  elderly,  but,  that  program 
does  not  envisage  much  in  the  way  of 
help  for  our  elderly  people. 

Now,  there  comes  before  this  body  a 
bill  which  provides  the  startling  sum  of 
$7  more  a  month  for  those  now  receiv- 
ing the  minimum  benefit.  This  insig- 
nificant amount  will  only  buy  despair — 
it  will  only  finance  frustration.    It  will 


not  do  a  thing  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
people. 

I  am  sorry  to  see  such  piddling  token- 
ism. I  hope  I  shall  not  have  to  go  home 
with  the  story  that  needed  fuel,  food, 
and  clothing  is  now  only  $23  out  of  reach, 
not  $30. 

The  war  on  poverty  is  not  being 
fought  over  our  old  folks.  It  is  being 
fought  on  other  fields  while  older  Amer- 
ica watches. 

A  man  with  a  minimum  average 
monthly  income  of  $67,  the  equivalent 
of  $804  per  year,  is  the  man  who  gets  the 
social  security  payment  of  $40  per  month, 
$480  per  year.  Even  if  this  man  is  able 
to  keep  working  after  65,  his  total  income 
will  not  take  him  near  the  fringes  of 
security.  It  is  for  this  man  that  the  pro- 
gram does  the  least.  And,  under  this 
social  security  bill,  he  will  get  the  whop- 
ping amount  of  an  additional  $84  per 
year,  or  $7  per  month.  What  a  cruel 
deception  this  is  on  the  aged  and  infirm. 

My  proposal,  amendment  No.  1245, 
seeks  to  do  two  things. 

First.  It  provides  for  a  raise  in  all  ben- 
fit  categories  with  the  benefit  floor  set 
at  $70 ;  other  benefit  levels  are  scaled  up 
at  a  slower  rate. 

Second.  The  entire  benefit  schedule  is 
reformed  and  simplified  so  as  to  reduce 
the  administrative  costs  of  the  program, 
which  if  left  at  their  current  rate  of 
growth,  would  amount  to  almost  one- 
half  a  billion  dollars  in  the  year  2000. 
Following  is  a  table  setting  forth  the 
benefit  changes: 

Those  now  receiving       Will  receive  under 
between — .  the  Prouty  plan — 

$40  to  $49   $70 

$50  to  $59   $77 

$60   to   $69   $84 

$70  to  $79   $91 

$80  to  $89   $98 

$90  to  $99   $106 

$100  to  $109   $116 

$110   to   $119   $126 

$120   to    $127  ,  $134 

Those  with  an  average  monthly  wage 
between  $413  and  $450  per  month  will 
receive  $144,  and  the  maximum  family 
benefit  for  that  group  will  be  $300. 

At  the  present  time  the  minimum 
benefit  level  of  $40  per  month  repre- 
sents little  purchasing  power  in  terms  of 
current  prices.  The  average  monthly 
benefit  under  the  old-age  provisions  of 
social  security  is  close  to  $75,  but  bene- 
fit recipients  in  the  lower  benefit  cate- 
gories will  take  little  comfort  from  that 
fact. 

Our  whole  lower  bracket  benefit  scale 
is  out  of  tune  with  reality.  .  Indeed,  all 
benefit  levels  fail  to  reflect  the  elevation 
of  the  cost  of  living  over  the  period  since 
the  last  adjustment  in  benefits,  but  the 
disparity  is  most  noticeable  in  the  lower 
brackets  where  poverty  has  made  the 
greatest  inroads. 

The  men  and  women  who  stand  to 
benefit  by  my  amendment  are  not  mere 
statistics.  No  numbers  can  tell  their 
story;  no  computers  share  their  sorrows. 
Many  of  them  dedicated  their  lives  to 
making  America  a  better  place  to  live — 
some  made  the  supreme  sacrifice  and 
gave  up  their  sons,  husbands,  or  fathers 
to  the  wars  spanning  their  lives. 
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What  have  we  ever  given  up  for  them? 

Not  too  long  ago,  a  man  with  a  family 
who  was  down  and  out  wrote  me  about 
his  despair  and  heartsickness  and  in  his 
letter  he  quoted  some  lines  from  an  un- 
known Englishman.  They  went  some- 
thing like  this: 

What  is  the  use  of  living  in  an  empire  on 
which  the  sun  never  sets,  if  one  must  live 
out  one's  life  in  an  alley  into  which  the  sun 
never  shines? 

Let  us  put  a  little  sun  in  the  lonely 
rooms  where  older  people  dwell,  often 
alone,  frequently  without  funds  and  too 
many  times  without  xmy  prospect  of  a 
brighter  tomorrow. 

Will  this  be  the  Congress  that  re- 
membered the  forgotten  American,  or 
will  it  be  the  Congress  that  tossed  a  few 
dollars  worth  of  change  to  the  couple 
with  an  empty  cupboard? 

But,  if  we  give  our  voices  and  our  votes 
in  support  of  decent  pensions  for  our 
elderly  people,  we  shall  some  day  feel  as 
Sydney  Carton  felt  when  he  said: 

It  is  a  far,  far  better  thing  that  I  do,  than 
I  have  ever  done. 

I  reserve  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Madam 
President,  I  regret  that  the  committee 
could  not  accept  the  amendment.  The 
purpose  of  the  Senator's  amendment  is 
meritorious,  but,  as  a  practical  matter, 
this  amendment  would  cost  $2,300  mil- 
lion in  the  first  year.  It  would  more  than 
double  the  cost  of  the  bill  with  the  medi- 
care amendment  in  it.  Having  done  all 
that,  it  would  still  not  take  care  of  thou- 
sands of  needy  people.  It  would  help 
only  those  in  the  social  security  program. 

In  the  State  of  Louisiana,  where  there 
is  a  broad  and  generous  welfare  pro- 
gram, about  half  of  our  people  drawing 
welfare  payments  receive  social  security 
benefits  as  well.  The  two  dovetail.  The 
others  do  not  receive  similar  benefits. 
So,  at  fantastic  cost,  nothing  would  be 
done  for  those  not  receiving  social  se- 
curity benefits.  The  amendment  would 
benefit  only  those  getting  such  benefits. 

If  we  are  to  do  something  such  as  the 
amendment  proposes,  it  would  be  better 
to  do  it  on  an  across-the-board  basis, 
inasmuch  as  it  is  to  be  financed  from 
general  revenues,  so  that  all  the  needy 
would  get  the  benefits  instead  of  only 
those  receiving  social  security. 

The  committee  has  given  some  con- 
sideration to  this  problem,  but  we  are 
satisfied  that  the  tremendous  cost  of  this 
proposal  would  make  it  completely  un- 
acceptable to  the  House.  We  shall  have 
difficulty  getting  the  bill  into  conference 
now,  because,  as  the  former  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut,  knows,  on  the 
House  side  there  are  determined  Members 
who  do  not  want  to  have  any  medicare 
proposal  enacted  into  law.  Some  of  them 
will  object  to  the  bill's  going  to  confer- 
ence as  it  stands. 

If  this  amendment  is  added  to  the  bill, 
it  will  be  even  more  difficult  to  get  the 
bill  to  conference,  because  of  the  great 
cost  that  would  be  involved.  It  is  not 
that  we  would  not  like  to  increase  the 
benefits  to  the  extent  of  the  Senator's 
proposal,  but  the  astronomical  cost  of  it 
is  more  than  we  could  hope  to  meet. 


In  addition,  much  of  the  increase  would 
be  a  matter  of  giving  the  States  a  wind- 
fall in  their  welfare  budgets,  at  the  ex- 
pense of  putting  the  Federal  budget  into 
the  red.  In  a  great  number  of  States 
the  people  who  receive  small  social  se- 
curity benefits  are  receiving  assistance 
from  State  welfare  departments.  If  this 
amendment  were  enacted,  such  States 
could  reduce  their  welfare  expenditures, 
at  the  expense  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

For  those  reasons,  Madam  President, 
I  hope  the  amendment  will  not  be  agreed 
to. 

I  believe  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
would  like  to  have  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
his  amendment.  Before  that,  perhaps 
there  should  be  a  quorum  call.  I  sug- 
gest the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  ask  unanimous  con- 
sent that  time  be  not  charged  to  either 
side. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  ask  that 
the  time  be  charged  equally  to  both  sides. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Ribi- 
coff  in  the  chair).  Without  objection, 
the  time  will  be  charged  equally  to  both 
sides.  The  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  the 
quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  my  amendment. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  yield  briefly,  because 
my  time  is  limited. 

Mr.  GORE.  Due  to  the  rather 
unusual  parliamentary  situation  which 
developed  yesterday,  I  neglected  to  make 
one  very  slight  change  in  the  amendment 
which  I  offered.  Incidentally,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  senior  Sena- 
tor from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  be  made 
a  cosponsor  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  in  the  pro- 
posed new  section  1809(b),  which  deals 
with  the  determination  of  costs  of  serv- 
ices, it  is  provided  that  the  amount  paid 
to  any  provider  of  services  shall  be  a 
reasonable  cost,  but  that  the  Secretary 
shall  take  into  consideration,  among 
other  things,  the  principles  generally  ap- 
plied by  various  national  organizations 
in  computing  similar  payments. 

There  are  some  well-established  health 
plans,  set  up  by  various  industries  or  in- 
dustry groups  which  may  not  technically 
be  considered  national  in  scope,  but 
which  are  well  established.  One  of  these 
is  the  Kaiser  Industries  health  plan. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  pres- 
ent consideration  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered.  The  amend- 
ment will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  33, 
line  2,  of  amendment  No.  1256,  it  is  pro- 
posed to  strike  out  the  word  "national" 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "established 
prepayment". 


Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.   I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  happy  to  join  the 
Senator  in  what  he  has  said,  for  these 
reasons:  We  often  think  of  private  en- 
terprise in  the  health  field  as  being 
strictly  insurance  companies. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  if  I  may 
interrupt,  this  time  is  being  charged  to 
me. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  this  brief  col- 
loquy be  not  charged  to  the  time  of  the 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  we  for- 
get that  there  are  industries,  like  Kaiser 
Industries,  or  cooperatives,  like  Blue 
Cross  and  Blue  Shield,  and  unions  also, 
which  have  plans,  and  that  there  is  a 
vast  complex  of  private  enterprise  in  this 
field  which  is  not  insurance. 

I  am  very  much  pleased  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Tennessee  is  taking  the  step 
he  is  taking. 

Mr.  GORE.  I  am  pleased  to  have  the 
Senator  from  New  York  join  officially 
as  a  cosponsor  of  all  my  amendments, 
because  he  has  made  a  significant  con- 
tribution to  the  great  victory  that  has 
been  achieved. 

Mr., JAVITS.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
Senator. 

Mr.  President,  may  we  have  action  on 
the  rcQUGsfc^ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

DOLLAR  INPUT  AND  OUTGO  UNDER  H.R.  11865 
AND  THE  PROUTY  BENEFIT  INCREASE  AMEND- 
MENT TO  IT 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  under 
H.R.  11865  as  reported  by  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  old-age  benefits  will 
be  increased  $120  million  for  the  remain- 
der of  1964.  No  increase  will  be  added 
to  the  trust  fund  in  1964.  However, 
contribution  income  will  exceed  benefit 
outgo  for  1964  by  about  $200  million. 

In  1965  benefit  disbursements  will  in- 
crease about  $1.4  billion  over  disburse- 
ments under  present  law.  Total  dis- 
bursements will  be  $17.1  billion  for  the 
year.  Contribution  income  for  1965  will 
be  $17  billion,  an  increase  of  about  $1.2 
billion  over  present  law. 

As  I  understand  my  conversation  with 
Frank  Bayo,  assistant,  or  deputy  actuary 
with  the  Social  Security  Administration 
the  Prouty  amendment,  which  preserves 
H.R.  11865's  contribution  raising  tech- 
nique but  which  substitutes  a  new  for- 
mula for  benefit  distribution,  would  cost 
$2.3  billion  in  terms  of  present  law. 
However,  since  the  House  bill  provides 
for  a  $1.4  billion  increase  in  contributions 
in  1965  the  Prouty  amendment  could 
be  viewed  only  as  a  $900  million  increase 
over  the  House-passed  bill.  The  addi- 
tion of  King-Anderson  to  the  House- 
passed  bill  would  appear  to  add  a  first- 
year  cost  of  $1 V2  billion. 

If  the  alternate  method  of  computing 
the  cost  of  King-Anderson  were  utilized, 
as  Actuary  Robert  Myers  noted  on  page 
146  of  the  hearings,  the  cost  should  go 
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to  1.35  percent  of  taxable  payroll.  The 
cost  of  King-Anderson  over  and  above 
the  House-passed  bill  would  be  on  the 
order  of  $2.5  billion  in  excess  of  the  cost 
of  the  House-passed  bill.  Add  to  either 
the  low  cost  estimate  of  King-Anderson 
$1.5  billion  or  the  high  cost  estimate  of 
King-Anderson  $2.5  billion  the  cost  of 
the  7  percent  increase  of  the  Long 
amendment  to  which  the  Gore  amend- 
ment is  affixed  and  you  have  alternately 
a  total  cost  for  the  Gore-Long  amend- 
ment of  $2.2  billion  in  excess  of  the 
House-passed  bill  or  $3.2  billion  in  excess 
of  the  cost  of  the  House-passed  bill. 

I  realize  that  the  situation  has  been 
changed  somewhat  since  yesterday,  but 
I  am  pointing  out  that  in  any  event  the 
added  cost  under  my  proposal  has  been 
estimated  to  be  $900  million,  a  sum  which 
would  come  from  general  revenue. 

Mr.  President,  how  much  time  have  I 
remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Vermont  has  34  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  PROUTY.    I  thank  the  Chair. 

My  amendment  would  accomplish 
three  things:  It  would  eliminate  the 
medicare  program  from  the  Gore  amend- 
ment, and  hence  the  bill.  It  would  hold 
the  tax  rate  at  the  same  level  as  has 
been  approved  by  the  House — 4.8  per- 
cent. It  would  hold  to  the  wage  base  of 
$5,400,  as  approved  in  the  House  amend- 
ment. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  is 
simple.  I  believe  most  people  recognize 
that  there  is  a  serious  question  as  to 
whether  the  House  will  approve  any  bill 
that  contains  medicare  provisions.  Last 
night  on  television  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator '  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey]  said  that  conferees  might 
effect  a  compromise  embodying  features 
of  the  so-called  Ribicoff  amendment. 
That  would  mean,  if  that  amendment  or 
one  similar  to  it  were  adopted,  those  now 
receiving  $40  a  month  would  receive  $42, 
or  $47  if  they  decided  they  did  not  want 
a  package  medical  plan  of  some  sort. 

The  increases  I  am  suggesting  are  suf- 
ficiently meaningful  to  make  it  possible 
for  many  of  the  people  who  are  under 
social  security  to  provide  for  their  own 
health  insurance.  The  increases  I  am 
suggesting  are  substantial,  but  they  can 
be  justified.  As  I  stated  earlier,  the 
money  will  come  from  general  revenues. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Long]  said  earlier  that  this 
proposal  would  be  applicable  only  to  per- 
sons now  on  the  social  security  rolls  or 
who  will  become  eligible  for  social  secur- 
ity. It  is  my  understanding  that  an 
amendment  will  be  offered  during  the 
course  of  the  debate  that  would  blanket 
in  persons  who  are  70  or  72  years  of  age, 
or  over.  That  would  well  take  care  of 
the  problem  of  old  people  who  are  pres- 
ently faced  with  such  a  desperate  plight. 
In  any  event  91  percent  of  the  elderly 
are  now  eligible  for  the  social  security 
program. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  suggest  the 
absence  of  a  quorum ;  and  I  hope  that  it 
may  be  a  live  quorum.  I  would  hope  that 
following  the  quorum  call  more  Senators 
would  remain  in  the  Chamber,  so  that 
they  could  learn  more  about  my  pro- 
posal. 


I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
for  the  quorum  call  will,  of  course,  come 
from  the  time  of  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Would  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  share  the  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  regret  to 
say  that  I  do  not  feel  I  should  share  the 
time  for  the  quorum  call.  The  junior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  long  ago  des- 
paired of  the  value  of  a  quorum  call  to 
bring  Senators  to  the  Chamber  to  hear 
his  speeches.  There  has  been  one  quor- 
um call  already;  I  would  hope  that  we 
might  come  to  a  vote. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  knows  that 
when  the  time  on  the  amendment  has 
expired,  he  is  entitled  to  have  a  quorum 
call  which  would  not  count  against  his 
time. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  I  be  permitted 
to  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum,  the 
time  for  the  quorum  call  not  to  be 
charged  to  either  side. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec- 
tion is  heard.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Vermont  ask  for  a  quorum  call? 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum.  The  majority  leader  as- 
sured me  yesterday  that  if  I  needed  addi- 
tional time,  he  would  yield  it  to  me  on 
the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  do  not 
complain  about  that  at  all.  I  do  not  be- 
lieve the  opponents  of  the  amendment 
should  have  to  share  the  time  for  a 
quorum  call,  because  we  are  not  inter- 
ested in  a  quorum  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 

[No.  559  Leg  ] 


Aiken 

Allott 

Anderson 

Bartlett 

Beall 

Bennett 

Bible 

Boggs 

Brewster 

Burdick 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Cannon 

Carlson 

Case 

Church 

Clark 

Cooper 

Cotton 

Curtis 

Dirksen 

Dodd 

Douglas 

Eastland 

Edmondson 

Ellender 

Ervin 

Fong 

Gore 

Gruening 


Hart 

Hayden 

Hickenlooper 

Holland 

Hruska 

Humphrey 

Inouye 

Javits 

Johnston 

Jordan,  N.C 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Keating 

Kuchel 

Lausche 

Long,  Mo. 

Long,  La. 

Mansfield 

McCarthy 

McClellan 

McGee 

McGovern 

Mclntyre 

McNamara 

Mechem 

Metcalf 

Miller 

Monroney 

Morse 

Morton 


Moss 
Mundt 

Muskie 

Nelson 

Neuberger 

Pastore 

Pearson 

Pell 

Prouty 

Proxmire 

Ribicoff 

Robertson 

Russell 

Salinger 

SaHonstall 

Scott 

Simpson 

Smith 

Sparkman 

Stennis 

Symington 

Tfilmartge 

Thurmond 

Tower 

Walters 

Williams,  Del. 

Ynrborough 

Young,  N.  Dak. 

Young,  Ohio 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright],  the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  Smathers],  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke]  is  absent  because 
of  a  death  in  the  family. 


I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  BayhI,  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  and  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran- 
dolph] are  necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  and 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill] 
are  absent  because  of  illness. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dom- 
inick]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo- 
rum is  present. 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  Is  recog- 
nized. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
had  pages  take  to  every  desk  an  explana- 
tion of  my  amendment  No.  1245.  This 
material  explains  the  amendment  I  now 
offer  as  a  substitute  for  the  Gore-Ander- 
son amendment  which  was  adopted  yes- 
terday. While  amendment  No.  1245  is 
not  identical  to  the  substitute,  I  feel  that 
it  is  sufficiently  and  substantially  the 
same. 

My  amendment  revises  and  reforms 
the  table  of  benefits  appearing  in  section 
215  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

Under  the  Prouty  amendment  the  min- 
imum primary  insurance  amount  is  $70. 
The  lowest  maximum  family  benefit  is 
$105.  The  following  benefit  changes  are 
made: 

Those  now  receiving   Will  receive  under  the 
between —  Prouty  plan — 

$40  to  $49   $70 

$50  to  $59   $77 

$60  to  $69   $84 

$70  to  $79   $91 

$80  to  $89   $98 

$90  to  $99   $106 

$100  to  $109   $116 

$110  to  $119   $126 

$120  to  $127   $134 

Those  with  an  average  monthly  wage 
between  $413  and  $450  per  month  will 
receive  $144,  and  the  maximum  family 
benefit  for  that  group  will  be  $300. 

In  addition  to  the  increased  amounts 
to  be  contributed  to  the  Federal  old-age 
and  survivors  trust  fund  under  H.R. 
11865,  the  Prouty  plan  authorizes  appro- 
priations to  such  fund  in  an  amount  nec- 
essary to  equal  the  excess  of  benefit  pay- 
ments over  contributions  in  any  one  year. 
In  other  words,  if  H.R.  11865  provides  for 
additional  contributions  to  the  trust  fund 
of  $1,  because  of  the  changes  in  the  tax 
rate  or  the  increase  in  the  wage  base,  and 
the  Prouty  benefit  plan  calls  for  pay- 
ments of  $1.50,  the  50-cent  differential 
will  be  financed  out  of  general  revenues. 
This  section  provides  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  the  trust  fund  in  actuarial  bal- 
ance while  providing  funding  for  the 
Prouty  benefit  levels. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  been  a  long  and 
ardent  supporter  of  sound  proposals  of- 
fering medical  assistance  to  our  elderly. 
The  amendment  I  now  offer  is  a  genuine 
attempt  to  provide  our  old  folks  with  a 
choice  for  health. 

The  many  tribulations  which  face 
older  America  cannot  be  categorized  into 
the  single  question  of  access  to  medical 
at  istance. 

An  old  person's  health  is  the  product 
of  many  forces.    Does  he  have  enough 
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of  the  proper  foods  to  eat?  Does  he  have 
clothing  adequate  for  a  Vermont  winter? 
Can  he  buy  coal  for  his  furnace  or  his 
potbellied  stove?  Can  he  repair  the 
roof?   Can  he  afford  a  vet  for  his  cow? 

Mr.  President,  all  these  simple  funda- 
mental day-to-day  problems  of  existence 
do  more  to  shape  the  health  of  an  old 
person  than  the  numerous  mystic  viruses 
accused  of  so  much  ill. 

Look  for  a  moment  at  the  transcript  of 
the  hearings  in  the  Finance  Committee 
on  the  question  of  what  social  security 
should  buy.  Look  for  a  moment  at  the 
remarkable  testimony  by  Secretary  Cele- 
brezze  and  the  Commissioner  of  Social 
Security,  Robert  Ball. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Curtis]  asked  the  Secretary  if  he  would 
be  willing  to  supply  our  old  folks  with 
enough  additional  income  through  social 
security  so  that  they  could  afford  rea- 
sonably adequate  health  insurance. 

The  Secretary  answered: 

That  wouldn't  do  what  we  are  trying  to 
do,  because  social  security  benefits  *  *  *  for 
low-income  people — those  without  significant 
other  income — are  hardly  enough  to  buy 
the  bare  necessities  of  life.  If  you  give  peo- 
ple additional  money,  many  are  going  to 
spend  it  for  everyday  expenses  rather  than 
for  hospital  insurance. 

And  as  if  this  were  not  sufficiently 
damning  of  a  program  of  health  care 
under  social  security  which  gives  an  old 
person  no  choice  between  food,  shelter, 
clothing  and  a  practical  nurse,  Mr.  Ball 
jumped  headlong  into  the  fray  and 
added  his  2  cents  on  why  such  people 
would  first  spend  their  increased  benefits 
for  the  bare  necessities  of  life: 

Senator  *  *  *  half  are  below  the  $2,800 
(income)  figure.  Many  have  incomes  of 
$1,200,  $1,300,  $1,500,  and  so  on.  At  such 
income  levels  people  might  well  feel — even 
with  the  additional  amount  you  suggest — 
they  might  feel  they  couldn't  afford  to  put 
all  of  that  into  hospital  insurance  as  against 
other  expenses — food,  clothing,  shelter,  and 
other  needs. 

Mr.  President,  the  Secretary  and  the 
Commissioner  made  alarming  state- 
ments. If  I  understand  them  correctly 
they  advocate  that  the  first  order  of 
business  is  health  insurance,  life  itself 
is  of  secondary  importance.  They  must 
have  doctors  before  they  have  food ;  they 
must  have  nurses  before  they  have 
clothes;  and  if  the  roof  leaks  or  the  coal 
runs  out  they  must  go  to  the  hospital. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  now  offer  my 
amendment  to  give  older  America  a  free 
choice  for  their  destiny. 

The  amendment  is  of  the  same  order 
of  cost  as  the  Gore-Long  amendment. 
The  big  difference,  however,  is  the  rec- 
ognition by  my  approach  that  such  a 
program  should  be  financed  in  part  out 
of  general  revenues. 

Forty  percent  of  all  social  security 
beneficiaries  are  now  on  welfare.  Many, 
many  of  them  receive  the  benefits  of  the 
Kerr-Mills  bill.  Both  of  these  programs 
are  financed  out  of  general  revenues. 

I  can  see  no  just  reason  for  first 
blanketing-in  all  old  people  under  a  so- 
cial security  health  care  proposal  and 
then  sending  a  bill  to  an  employer  for 
whom  these  people  never  worked.  With 
financing  out  of  general  revenue  every 


citizen  of  America  shares  a  portion  of 
the  burden  for  the  care  and  well-being 
of  our  old  people.  It  is  my  estimation 
that  this  is  the  only  just  and  fair  ap- 
proach. 

Mr.  President,  is  an  older  American  a 
second-class  citizen  of  the  world?  There 
are  matters  which  cause  me  to  believe 
he  is  so  treated. 

In  Canada  an  old  person  automatical- 
ly receives  $75  a  month  upon  reaching 
age  70.  He  has  to  make  no  contribution 
to  a  pension  fund.  He  has  to  make  no 
disclaimers  of  retirement  earnings.  He 
has  to  show  no  need.  He  is  granted  this 
substantial  pension  merely  because  he 
has  turned  70.    How  simple,  how  just. 

We  are  at  a  point  in  history  when  we 
can  no  longer  turn  our  backs  on  our 
elder  citizens.  We  must  move  into  the 
sunlight  of  dignity  and  decency.  It  is 
my  hope  that  this  amendment  will  be  a 
first  step  toward  that  great  objective. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  point 
out,  as  I  did  earlier,  that  the  majority 
whin,  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  sug- 
gested on  television  last  night  that  there 
might  be  a  possible  compromise  in  the 
conference.  He  suggested  that  it  would 
be  the  amendment  offered  by  the  distin- 
guished junior  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut [Mr.  RibicoffL  Under  the  Ribicoff 
proposal  a  person  would  have  a  choice. 
If  he  is  now  receiving  $40  a  month  under 
the  social  security  program,  he  would 
have  a  choice  between  receiving  $42  and 
a  package  health  insurance  program  or 
$47,  a  $7  increase.  Most  people  in  that 
bracket  would  have  no  alternative  other 
than  to  take  the  additional  $7,  and  they 
would  still  be  faced  with  very  serious 
problems. 

My  proposal  is  a  realistic  approach  to 
one  of  the  most  serious  problems  facing 
this  country  today.  If  there  is  poverty, 
it  exists  among  the  older  citizens  who 
are  retired  and  who  are  no  longer  able 
to  support  themselves. 

In  closing  I  suggest  that  my  amend- 
ment would  eliminate  the  medicare  fea- 
ture of  the  bill,  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore], 
which  was  adopted  yesterday.  It  would 
also  maintain  the  same  tax  rate  con- 
tained in  the  House  version  of  the  bill; 
namely,  4.8  percent  for  employer  and 
employee.  It  would  also  establish  a 
$5,400  earning  base.  I  have  been  given 
assurance  that  the  proposal  would  cost 
an  additional  $900  million  over  the  cost 
of  the  House  bill,  which  would  have  to 
come  out  of  general  revenue. 

Mr.  President,  I  reserve  the  remainder 
of  my  time. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROUTY.   I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  congratulate  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Vermont  for  his 
presentation  of  these  earnest  and  con- 
cerned efforts  to  find  ways  which  will 
offer  genuine  assistance  and  real  oppor- 
tunities for  the  aged  to  do  something 
for  themselves  in  times  of  crises  affect- 
ing their  health.  The  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont has  been  consistent  in  his  effort  to 
find  workable  solutions  and  in  offering 
substitutes  for  plans  which  may  have 
more  political  appeal  than  health  ap- 


peal. I  agree  with  the  Senator  that  we 
are  seeking  to  find  ways  to  help  the 
health  of  elderly  persons  rather  than 
ways  to  help  the  health  of  those  who 
are  seeking  to  advance  their  own  careers 
or  partisan  advantages  through  attrac- 
tive labels  or  "appearance  aids"  to  these 
same  people. 

In  my  judgment,  the  addition  of  $2 
a  month  or  $7  a  month,  to  be  spent  ac 
the  discretion  of  the  individual  recipient, 
reminds  me  of  what  our  fathers  used  to 
say  to  us  as  children:  "Here  is  a  penny; 
do  not  spend  all  of  it  at  once."  The 
proposal  seems  to  me  to  be  little  more 
than  a  dole  or  a  pittance  or  a  way  of 
fobbing  off  a  difficult  question  by  pro- 
posing inadequate  solutions.  So  I  be- 
lieve that  all  of  us  are  seeking  a  better 
way  to  meet  the  health  problems  of  the 
aged. 

I  have  never  heard  anyone  say  that 
the  aged  do  not  have  health  problems. 
No  Senator  who  has  spoken  has  said 
that  the  aged  did  not  need  some  as- 
sistance. There  are  large  numbers  of 
persons  who  do  not  have  adequate  means 
to  help  themselves,  and  whose  circum- 
stances in  many  cases  are  not  of  their 
own  creation.  Since  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  rushed  so  often  to  the  aid 
of  peoples  everywhere  in  the  world,  or 
through  subsides,  to  the  aid  of  persons 
in  this  country  who  do  not  always  wel- 
come the  subsidies  which  are  in  their 
opinion  thrust  upon  them,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  Senator  from  Vermont  is 
making  an  approach  which  would  do 
more  for  the  elderly  than  the  less  ade- 
quate solutions  which  have  been  offered, 
and  wl^ch,  in  my  judgment,  may  well 
founder  in  the  conference. 

I  hope  the  conferees  will  consider  care- 
fully the  suggestions  made  by  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Vermont,  and 
that  they  will  consider  some  of  the  pro- 
posed solutions  which  were  discussed 
yesterday  in  another  amendment  spon- 
sored by  the  Senator  from  Vermont  and 
the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Fong],  as 
well  as  myself. 

I  hope  that  what  is  underway  is  not 
merely  an  attempt  to  impress  people, 
after  political  conventions  and  prior  to 
elections,  with  the  idea  that  something 
is  really  being  done  for  them.  When  all 
the  furor  dies  down,  when  the  dust  has 
settled  

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator's  time  on  the  amendment  has  ex- 
pired. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  other  Senator,  I  yield  my- 
self 2  minutes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  the 
Senator  5  minutes. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  was  about  to  explain, 
in  the  form  of  a  parliamentary  inquiry, 
that  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
assured  me  he  would  give  me  such  addi- 
tional time  as  I  might  require  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  am  nearly  through.  I 
would  expect,  when  all  the  dust  has  set- 
tled, that  very  little  would  have  been 
done  for  the  elderly  persons  in  the  form 
of  health  assistance.  I  hope  this  is  not 
correct,  but  I  fear  much  of  the  talk  we 
hear  in  the  Senate  has  been  merely  for 
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the  purpose  of  making  records,  pro  or 
con,  and  that  what  really  will  happen 
among  the  conferees  will  be  some  sort 
of  horseback  solution  or  temporary 
"band-aid"  result.  The  concern  of  the 
elderly  with  regard  to  their  health,  as 
is  true  of  our  concern,  is  too  great  for 
the  problem  to  be  treated  in  this  fashion. 
The  problem  ought  to  be  considered  in 
the  next  session  of  Congress  from  the  be- 
ginning. It  is  a  great  national  problem, 
and  is  of  concern  to  all  citizens,  and  of 
particular  concern  to  the  elderly. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
for  his  proposal. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  yield? 

Mr.  GORE.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  very  much.  As  he 
knows,  I  was  happy  and  proud  to  be  a 
cosponsor  of  an  amendment  which  he 
offered  yesterday,  which  was  a  very 
much  more  realistic  and  progressive  ap- 
proach to  the  medical  problems  of  older 
America  and  would  have  done  a  great 
deal  more  for  our  elderly  citizens  with 
health  problems  than  any  other  pro- 
posals made  thus  far. 

Let  me  ask  the  Senator  a  question. 
Does  he  think  this  great  country  should 
do  less  for  its  people  than  our  neighbor 
to  the  north,  the  Dominion  of  Canada, 
does  for  its  people?  It  pays  a  person 
70  or  older  $75  a  month.  We  start  at 
$40. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  I  certainly  do  not.  I 
have  recently  been  in  Canada.  I  am 
aware  of  the  greater  benefits  received  by 
her  citizens.  I  heard  a  discussion  of  the 
welfare  program  in  the  Canadian  Par- 
liament recently.  Canada  is  not  gen- 
erally regarded  as  a  country  that  is  as 
wealthy  as  the  United  States.  It  is  not 
generally  regarded  as  a  country  which 
can  afford  to  do  more  for  its  citizens 
than  this  country  can.  Yet  it  does  more. 
This  fact  is  a  reflection  upon  the  pres- 
ent status  of  our  general  care  proposal. 

I  also  feel  that  we  are  in  great  danger 
of  overburdening  our  social  security  sys- 
tem. As  I  said  yesterday,  the  time  may 
come  by  1971  when,  under  the  major  pro- 
posal adopted  yesterday,  social  security 
taxes — for  that  is  what  they  are — or  de- 
ductions from  a  worker's  pay,  will  exceed 
the  amount  paid  by  the  same  worker  for 
his  income  tax.  Not  long  after  1971 — if 
not  before — the  worker,  from  total  taxes 
actually  contributed  by  himself  and  by 
the  employer,  will  eventually  lose — or 
perhaps  the  better  word  is  "forgo" — 1 
day's  pay  out  of  his  weekly  pay  envelope. 
That  is  where  we  are  headed  if  we  con- 
tinue to  load  every  solution  of  our  prob- 
lems onto  the  social  security  system. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  point  out  that,  as  of 
now,  a  retired  man,  with  a  wife,  drawing 
social  security  receives  $1,350  a  year, 
somewhat  below  the  poverty  level  which 
we  have  been  discussing  for  many  weeks. 
Under  my  proposal,  the  amount  would 
be  increased  only  to  $1,638,  but  there 
may  be  enough  in  that  increase  to  enable 
an  old  person  to  take  out  a  private  health 
insurance  plan  if  he  so  desires.  If  we 
were  to  ask  any  individual  now  receiving 
$40  a  month  if  he  would  prefer  an  in- 
crease to  $70  or  an  increase  to  $42  and  a 


$5,  inadequate  medical  program,  I  think 
the  answer  definitely  would  be,  "I  would 
require  the  $70  to  continue  to  live  a  de- 
cent existence." 

My  proposal  would  increase  the  bene- 
fits most  in  the  lower  brackets.  The  per- 
centage benefit  increases  are  scaled  down 
as  the  upper  brackets  are  reached. 

This  is  a  far  more  realistic  approach, 
and  will  do  more  for  the  old  people  of  the 
country  than  other  amendments  which 
have  been  considered  during  the  course 
of  the  debate. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
for  yielding  to  me. 

Mr.  COTTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  PROUTY.    I  yield. 

Mr.  COTTON.  I  commend  the  Sen- 
ator for  his  amendment,  and  associate 
myself  with  everything  he  has  said.  It 
will  be  a  privilege  to  vote  for  his  amend- 
ment. It  would  be  doing  business  for  the 
old  people. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  New  Hampshire  very  much,  and  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Tennessee  for 
yielding  me  time. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  would  be  extremely  costly 
and,  if  adopted,  would  throw  completely 
out  of  balance  the  actuarial  statistics.  I 
do  not  believe  the  amendment  requires 
extended  argument.  I  hope  the  Senate 
will  reject  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont. 

The  yeas  and  nays  have  been  ordered, 
and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright], the  Senator  from  Washington 
[Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator  from  Flor- 
ida [Mr.  Smathers],  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey  [Mr.  Williams],  and  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran- 
dolph] are  absent  on  official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]  are 
absent  because  of  illness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Bayh]  and  the  Sena- 
tor from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  are 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke]  is  absent 
because  of  a  death  in  the  family. 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Bayh],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
Fulbright],  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
[Mr.  Hartke],  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Jackson],  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy],  the  Sen- 
ator from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph], 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smath- 
ers], the  Senator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr. 
Williams],  the  Senator  from  Washing- 
ton [Mr.  Magnuson],  and  the  Senator 
from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd]  would  each 
vote  "nay." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Dom- 


inickI  is  detained  on  official  business 
and,  if  present  and  voting,  would  vote 
"yea." 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  23, 
nays  64,  as  follows: 

[No.  560  Leg.] 
YEAS — 23 


Aiken 

Allott 

Beall 

Bennett 

Boggs 

Cotton 

Dlrksen 

Fong 


Hlckenlooper 

Hruska 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Mechem 

Miller 

Morton 

Mundt 

Pearson 

NAYS — 64 


Prouty 

Saltonstall 

Scott 

Simpson 

Tower 

Williams,  Del. 
Young,  N.  Dak. 


Anderson 

Hayden 

Moss 

IJCil  (Jill. 

xiuiiaiiu 

Muskle 

Bible 

Humphrey 

Nelson 

Brewster 

Inouye 

Neuberger 

Burdick 

Javits 

Pastore 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Johnston 

Pell 

Cannon 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Proxmire 

Carlson 

Keating 

Ribicoff 

Case 

Kuchel 

Robertson 

Church 

Lausche 

Russell 

Clark 

Long,  Mo. 

Salinger 

Cooper 

Long,  La. 

Smith 

Curtis 

Mansfield 

Sparkman 

Dodd 

McCarthy 

Stennis 

Douglas 

McClellan 

Symington 

Eastland 

McGee 

Talmadge 

Edmondson 

McGovern 

Thurmond 

Ellender 

Mclntyre 

Walters 

Ervln 

McNamara 

Yar  borough 

Gore 

Metcalf 

Young,  Ohio 

Gruening 

Monroney 

Hart 

Morse 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Bayh 

Hartke 

Randolph 

Byrd,  Va. 

HUI 

Smathers 

Dominick 

Jackson 

Williams,  N.J 

Fulbright 

Kennedy 

Goldwater 

Magnuson 

So  Mr.  Prouty's  amendment  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  subsequently  said :  Mr. 
President,  I  voted  against  the  amendment 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont [Mr.  Prouty],  not  because  I  would 
not  have  been  glad  to  support  that  part 
of  the  amendment  which  eliminated  the 
so-called  Gore-Anderson  amendment, 
adopted  yesterday,  but  because  I  thought 
the  other  provisions  in  the  amendment 
were  much  too  expensive. 

To  illustrate  what  I  believe  to  be  the 
thinking  of  the  vast  majority  of  the  peo- 
ple in  my  State,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  have  included  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  an  editorial  published  in  the  Tampa 
Tribune  entitled  "Give  'em  Cash,  Not 
Care." 

I  read  from  the  last  paragraph,  as  fol- 
lows: 

The  best  solution  is  for  retirees  to  carry 
their  own  health  insurance  plans,  as  about 
two-thirds  of  them  do  already.  The  5-per- 
cent increase  in  monthly  benefits  will  help 
them  to  do  so — and  the  Senate  ought  to  join 
the  House  in  approving  it,  without  wasting 
too  much  time  in  trying  to  show  voters  65 
and  over  what  large  hearts  the  Democrats 
have. 

I  comment  on  the  fact  that  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Long],  which  I  supported  would 
have  provided,  instead  of  5  percent,  7 
percent,  so  as  to  make  it  even  more  pos- 


20880 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


September  3 


sible  than  the  House  bill  for  retirees 
to  carry  their  own  health  insurance. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  the  Tampa    (Fla.)    Tribune,  Sept. 
2,  1964] 
Give  'em  Cash,  Not  Care 

When  you  speak  of  social  security,  you 
treat  a  subject  close  to  the  hearts  and 
pocketbooks  of  nearly  100  million  Americans. 

Most  of  them  are  voters. 

In  an  election  year  Congress  and  the 
President  love  to  do  things  for  people — 
especially  the  kind  of  thing  which  is  recog- 
nizable on  the  face  of  a  check. 

That's  why  Congress  is  certain  to  pass  a 
bill  increasing  social  security  benefits.  Some 
20  million  persons  drawing  social  security 
checks  would  immediately  profit.  Millions 
of  others  nearing  retirement  age  would  wel- 
come the  prospect  of  a  slightly  more  com- 
fortable future. 

President  Johnson  and  a  number  of  Sena- 
tors want  to  do  more  for  social  security 
beneficiaries  than  the  House  did  in  passing, 
July  29,  a  bill  to  increase  monthly  payments 
by  5  percent.  They  propose  adding  to  the 
bill  a  provision  for  hospitalization  and  nurs- 
ing home  care,  as  pledged  in  the  Democratic 
platform. 

This  care  benefit  would  partly  substitute 
for  the  cash  increase  voted  by  the  House.  It 
would  be  a  modified  form  of  the  King-Ander- 
son (medicare)  bill,  unsuccessfully  pushed 
during  the  Kennedy  administration,  to  place 
hospitalization  benefits  in  the  social  security 
program. 

The  new  proposal  is  no  better  in  principle 
than  the  original.  It  would  set  the  Federal 
Government  to  plowing  a  broad  new  field  of 
social  care;  a  field  in  which  the  boundaries 
would  be  steadily  pushed  outward  by  politi- 
cal pressures  until  all  medical  services  were 
dominated  by  Federal  bureaucracy. 

What  the  cost  of  this  new  program  would 
be,  in  its  full  flower,  no  one  can  say  with 
certainty.  But  it  would  place  a  heavy  and 
increasing  demand  upon  the  social  security 
fund  and  require  larger  and  larger  taxes 
from  workers  and  employers. 

Medical  care  for  the  retired  persons  sub- 
sisting on  social  security  does  constitute  a 
problem.  A  costly  illness  can  wipe  out  sav- 
ings and  mortgage  the  pension  payments 
for  months  ahead.  The  Kerr-Mills  program, 
extending  Federal-State  aid  to  persons  of 
limited  income  for  emergency  hospital  care, 
has  helped.  It  is  optional  with  States,  how- 
ever, and  only  about  half  are  participating. 
There  is  the  additional  objection  that  in 
the  minds  of  normally  self-supporting  per- 
sons it  has  the  mark  of  charity. 

But  the  medicare  plan  is  not  the  right 
solution  for  the  problem.  Besides  Involving 
the  Government  in  new  adventures  in 
paternalism,  it  offers  only  a  partial  remedy. 
It  would  pay  not  a  cent  for  doctors'  bills— 
which  in  some  cases  can  be  a  larger  item 
than  hospital  care. 

The  best  solution  is  for  retirees  to  carry 
their  own  health  insurance  plans,  as  about 
two-thirds  of  them  do  already.  The  5  per- 
cent increase  In  monthly  benefits  will  help 
them  to  do  so — and  the  Senate  ought  to  Join 
the  House  in  approving  it,  without  wasting 
too  much  time  in  trying  to  show  voters  65 
and  over  what  large  hearts  the  Democrats 
have. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  1258.  I  ask  unan- 
imous consent  that  the  reading  of  the 
amendment  be  dispensed  with,  but  that 
it  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 


Strike  out  section  16,  line  11,  page  51, 
through  line  13,  page  52,  and  renumber  the 
following  sections  appropriately. 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  add  the  following 

new  section: 

"revision  of  the  pension  program  for  vet- 
erans OP  WORLD  WAR  I,  WORLD  WAR  II,  AND 
THE  KOREAN  CONFLICT,  AND  THEIR  WIDOWS 
AND  CHILDREN 

"Sec.  19.  (a)  Section  503,  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  (a)  inserting  '10 
per  centum  of  the  amount  of'  immediately 
before  'payments'  in  paragraph  (6)  and 
striking  out  'equal  to  his  contributions  there- 
to'; and  (b)  adding  after  paragraph  (8)  five 
paragraphs  as  follows: 

"  '(9)  amounts  equal  to  amounts  paid  by 
a  veteran  for  the  last  illness  and  burial  of 
his  deceased  spouse  or  child; 

"  '(10)  profit  realized  from  the  disposition 
of  real  or  personal  property  other  than  in 
the  course  of  a  business; 

"  "(11)  payments  received  for  discharge  of 
jury  duty  or  obligatory  civic  duties; 

"  '(12)  payments  of  educational  assistance 
allowance  or  special  training  allowance  under 
chapter  35  of  this  title; 

"  '(13)  payments  of  bonus  or  similar  cash 
gratuity  by  any  State  based  on  service  in  the 
Armed  Forces.' 

"(b)  Section  506(a)(2).  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  Inserting  ',  other 
than  a  child,'  immediately  after  'person*. 

"(c)(1)  Section  521(a),  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  '(1) 
who  is  sixty-five  years  of  age  or  older,  or 
(2)'  immediately  after  'service  requirements 
of  this  section,  and'. 

"(2)  The  title  of  chapter  15  in  the  analysis 
at  the  head  of  title  38,  United  States  Code, 
and  at  the  head  of  chapter  15,  is  amended 
by  inserting  'or  for  Age'  and  'or  for  age'  im- 
mediately after  'Service'  and  'service',  re- 
spectively. 

"(3)  The  catchline  at  the  head  of  section 
521  in  the  analysis  of  chapter  15,  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  and  at  the  head  of  sec- 
tion 521  proper,  is  amended  to  read  'Pension 
for  Non-Service-Connected  Disability  or  for 
Age '  and  'pension  for  non -service-con- 
nected disability  or  for  age',  respectively. 

"(d)(1)  The  table  in  section  521(b),  title 
38,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 


"  'Column  I 

Column  H 

Annual  income 

More 

Equal  to  or 

than—    but    less  than — 

$800 

$90 

$800 

1,300 

70 

1,300 

1,800 

40' 

"(2)  The  table  in  section  521(c),  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  Is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 


"  'Column  I 

Column 
II 

Column 
IH 

Column 
IV 

Annual  income 

More      Equal  to  or 
than—  but  less 
than— 

One 
depend- 
ent 

Two 
depend- 
ents 

Three  or 
more 

depend- 
ents 

$1,200 
2,200 

$1,200 
2,200 
3,000 

$105 
75 
45 

$105 
76 
45 

$110 
75 
45' 

"(3)  The  table  in  section  541(b),  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 


"  'Column  I 

Column  H 

Annual  Income 

More 

Equal  to  or 

than —    but    less  than — 

$800 

$65 

$800 

1,300 

45 

1,300 

1,800 

25* 

"(4)  The  table  in  section  541(c),  title  38, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 


"  'Column  I 

Column  II 

Annual  income 

More                Equal  to  or 
than —    but    less  than — 

$1,200 
2,200 

$1,200 
2,200 
3,000 

$80 
60 
40' 

"(e)  Section  521(d),  title  38,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  '$70'  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  '$100'. 

"(f)(1)  Section  521  Is  further  amended 
by  redesignating  subsections  (e)  and  (f)  as 
subsections  (f)  and  (g),  respectively,  and  by 
inserting  immediately  after  subsection  (d) 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"  '(e)  If  the  veteran  has  a  disability  rated 
as  permanent  and  total,  and  (1)  has  addi- 
tional disability  or  disabilities  independently 
ratable  at  60  per  centum  or  more,  or  (2)  by 
reason  of  his  disability  or  disabilities,  is  per- 
manently housebound  but  does  not  qualify 
for  the  aid  and  attendance  rate  under  subsec- 
tion (d)  of  this  section,  the  monthly  rate 
payable  to  him  under  subsection  (b)  or  (c) 
shall  be  increased  by  $35.' 

"(2)  Section  502,  title  38,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  after  subsection 
(b)  the  following  subsection: 

"  '(c)  For  the  purposes  of  this  chapter,  the 
requirement  of  "permanently  housebound" 
will  be  considered  to  have  been  met  when 
the  veteran  is  substantially  confined  to  his 
house  (ward  or  clinical  areas,  if  institution- 
alized) or  immediate  premises  due  to  a  dis- 
ability or  disabilities  which  it  is  reasonably 
certain  will  remain  throughout  his  lifetime.' 

"(g)  Section  521(e)(1),  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  as  redesignated  section  521(f)  (1) 
under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'except  $1,200  of 
such  income'  and  substituting  In  lieu  thereof 
the  following:  'in  excess  of  whichever  is  the 
greater,  $1,200  or  the  total  earned  Income  of 
the  spouse,'. 

"(h)  Section  3203(f),  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"'(f)  Where  any  veteran  in  receipt  of  an 
aid  and  attendance  allowance  described  in 
section  314(r)  of  this  title  Is  hospitalized  at 
Government  expense,  such  allowance  shall  be 
discontinued  from  the  first  day  of  the  second 
calendar  month  which  begins  after  the  date 
of  his  admission  for  such  hospitalization  for 
so  long  as  such  hosiptalization  continues. 
Any  discontinuance  required  by  administra- 
tive regulation,  during  hospitalization  of  a 
veteran  by  the  Veterans'  Administration,  of 
increased  pension  based  on  need  of  regular 
aid  and  attendance  or  additional  compensa- 
tion based  on  need  of  regular  aid  and  attend- 
ance as  described  in  subsection  (1)  or  (m)  of 
section  314  of  this  title,  6hall  not  be  effective 
earlier  than  the  first  day  of  the  second  calen- 
dar month  which  begins  after  the  date  of  the 
veteran's  admission  for  hospitalization.  In 
case  a  veteran  affected  by  this  subsection 
leaves  a  hospital  against  medical  advice  and 
is  thereafter  admitted  to  hospitalization, 
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such  allowance,  Increased  pension,  or  addi- 
tional compensation,  as  the  case  may  be. 
shall  be  discontinued  from  the  date  of  such 
readmlsslon  for  so  long  as  such  hospitaliza- 
tion continues.' 

"(1)  Section  612  of  title  38,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  there- 
of the  following  new  subsection: 

"  '(g)  Any  veteran  who  is  a  veteran  of 
World  War  I,  World  War  II,  or  the  Korean 
conflict  is  receiving  increased  pension  under 
section  521(d)  of  this  title  based  on  need  of 
regular  aid  and  attendance  may  be  furnished 
drugs  or  medicines  ordered  on  prescription 
of  a  duly  licensed  physician  as  specific  ther- 
apy in  the  treatment  of  an  illness  or  injury 
suffered  by  the  veteran.' 

"(j)  Section  3104(a)  of  title  38,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  'or  con- 
currently to  any  person  based  on  the  service 
of  any  other  person'  Immediately  before  the 
period  at  the  end  thereof. 

"(k)  Effective  November  1,  1964,  in  com- 
puting the  income  of  persons  whose  pension 
eligibility  is  subject  to  the  first  sentence  of 
section  9(b)  of  the  Veterans  Pension  Act  of 
1959,  there  shall  be  excluded  10  per  centum 
of  the  amount  of  payments  received  under 
public  or  private  retirement,  annuity,  en- 
dowment, or  similar  plans  or  programs. 

"(1)  (1)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  here- 
in, this  section  shall  take  effect  on  January 
1,  1965. 

"(2)  The  amendment  to  paragraph  (6)  of 
section  503,  title  38,  United  States  Code, 
shall  take  effect  on  November  1,  1964,  except 
that  it  shall  not  apply  to  any  individual  re- 
ceiving pension  on  October  31,  1964,  under 
chapter  15  of  said  title,  or  subsequently  de- 
termined entitled  to  such  pension  for  said 
day,  until  his  contributions  have  been  re- 
couped under  the  provision  of  that  para- 
graph in  effect  on  October  31,  1964." 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  my  colleague 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  and  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Ken- 
tucky [Mr.  Cooper]  be  added  as  co- 
sponsors  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  incorporates  the  provisions 
of  H.R.  1927,  which  passed  the  House 
on  August  11  by  a  rollcall  vote  of  388 
toO. 

The  preferable  procedure  of  course 
would  be  to  consider  the  provisions  of 
this  amendment  separate  and  apart 
from  the  social  security  bill.  But  time 
is  running  out  on  us  and  we  must  not 
close  the  door  of  the  88th  Congress  in 
the  face  of  those  veterans  and  veterans' 
widows  of  modest  circumstances  who 
are  now  tragically  caught  in  the  squeeze 
between  rising  costs  and  fixed  incomes. 

The  inflationary  squeeze  is  a  pressing 
problem  in  our  society  and  Congress  has 
faced  up  to  its  responsibility  to  members 
of  the  military,  classified  workers,  and 
postal  employees,  members  and  employ- 
ees of  the  legislative  branch  and  to  those 
in  the  executive  and  judicial  branches. 
It  is  imperative  that  we  do  not  do  less 
for  veterans  and  veterans'  families. 

The  amendment  before  us  is  the  result 
of  extensive  hearings  in  the  other  body. 
The  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  and 
Pensions  held  6  days  of  hearings  in  late 
May  on  all  the  non-service-connected 
pension  measures  pending  before  the 
House  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  and 
extensive  hearings  were  also  held  in  the 
87th  Congress  on  this  same  subject.  In 


July  of  1961,  the  subcommittee  held  3 
days  of  hearings  and  the  full  Veterans' 
Affairs  Committee  conducted  9  days  of 
hearings  in  August  and  September  of 
1962.  The  amendment  is  a  compromise 
of  many  proposals  and  has  been  thor- 
oughly reviewed. 

Those  of  us  who  have  had  the  privilege 
of  serving  in  the  other  body  know  that 
Congressman  Teague,  of  Texas,  chair- 
man of  the  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee 
has  never  led  any  raid  on  the  Public 
Treasury.  Nor  would  the  responsible 
veteran  organizations,  and  the  men  and 
women  they  represent,  ask  him  or  the 
Congress  to  do  so. 

All  they  seek  is  an  opportunity  to  have 
their  requests  and  grievances  aired  and 
a  decision  reached  on  the  merits.  The 
House  approved  these  provisions  by  a 
vote  of  388  to  0  and  I  hope  that  we  today 
will  add  our  support  to  this  modification 
in  the  non-service-connected  pension 
law. 

In  1959  we  adopted  a  pension  system 
relating  payments  more  closely  to  need. 
Instead  of  the  all  or  nothing  provisions 
of  the  prior  law,  where  an  additional 
$1  of  income  could  mean  the  loss  of 
more  than  $900  in  pension,  Public  Law 
87-211  established  a  graduated  scale 
paying  more  where  need  was  greater. 
Within  this  scale  income  limits  were  in- 
creased to  $1,800  or  $3,000  instead  of  the 
former  $1,400  and  $2,700  for  these 
groups  with  or  without  dependents. 
Pensions  were  established  in  three  cate- 
gories with  benefits  from  $40  to  $100  a 
month,  depending  on  outside  income  and 
dependency  status.  The  law  included  a 
corpus  of  estate  provision  as  a  basis 
of  determining  need,  denying  pensions 
to  those  whose  net  worth  was  sufficient 
to  permit  a  part  of  their  assets  to  be 
liquidated.  Increased  pensions  were  es- 
tablished where  there  were  dependents. 
Spouses'  income  in  excess  of  $1,200 
was  added  to  the  veterans'  income  to 
determine  his  eligibility.  In  addition  the 
1959  act  provided  an  exclusion  of 
moneys  received  from  contributory  pen- 
sion plans  as  income  until  the  individual 
recouped  his  contribution. 

This  amendment  retains  the  basic 
principle  of  the  1959  act  and  is  respon- 
sive to  the  need  for  certain  modifications 
in  the  new  law. 

Section  19(a)  provides  six  new  exclu- 
sions from  the  definition  of  income.  It 
excludes  10  percent  of  payments  under 
any  public  or  private  retirement,  annuity, 
or  income  plan,  including  social  secu- 
rity. This  particular  provision  is  made 
necessary  by  the  proposed  increases  in 
social  security  benefits.  The  amendment 
we  have  adopted,  however,  is  responsive 
only  to  social  security  increases  under 
this  act.  It  does  not  take  into  considera- 
tion the  many  civil  service  employees 
who  lost  their  veterans  benefits  by  the 
5-percent  increase  for  Federal  employees 
in  the  enactment  of  Public  Law  87-793. 
This  provision  eliminates  the  necessity 
of  making  modifications  everytime  there 
is  an  increase  in  retirement  benefits. 
Furthermore  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
10-percent  exclusion  factor  replaces  the 
recoupment  provision  for  future  pen- 
sioners. 


Other  exclusions  include  the  amounts 
paid  by  veteran  for  last  illness  and  burial 
of  his  deceased  spouse  or  child,  profit 
realized  from  the  disposition  of  real  or 
personal  property  other  than  in  the 
course  of  business,  payments  received 
from  jury  duty,  payments  under  the  War 
Orphans  Educational  Assistance  Act,  and 
veterans  bonuses  paid  by  a  State. 

The  illness  and  burial  exclusion  is  al- 
ready provided  in  the  case  of  the  widow 
and  19(a)  merely  extends  it  to  the  vet- 
eran. Exclusion  from  the  sale  of  real 
or  personal  property  will  permit  the  vet- 
eran to  make  necessary  sales  without 
fear  of  jeopardizing  his  family's  income 
under  the  income  limitations.  At  the 
same  time,  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
receipts  from  sale  will  remain  part  of  his 
net  estate,  which  is  another  factor  of 
eligibility  for  the  nonservice-connected 
pension.  Payments  under  the  War  Or- 
phans Educational  Assistance  Act  should 
not  be  treated  as  income  attributed  to  the 
family.  To  do  so  many  jeopardize  the 
family's  eligibility  for  veterans  assist- 
ance and  deter  a  child  from  taking  ad- 
vantage of  the  benefits  of  the  act.  The 
exclusion  is  a  justified  one  and  will  give 
fuller  effect  to  the  purpose  of  the  War 
Orphans  Educational  Assistance  Act. 

Section  19(c)  eliminates  the  require- 
ment that  a  veteran  of  65,  who  fulfills 
the  income  limitations,  must  also  estab- 
lish a  10-percent  disability  and  resulting 
unemployability.  The  Administrator  of 
the  Veterans'  Administration,  Mr.  Glea- 
son,  in  his  testimony  before  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  stated  that  almost 
all  veterans  over  65  have  a  10-percent 
disability  and  are  unemployable  and  that 
elimination  of  the  cost  of  administrative 
work  and  physical  examination  would 
offset  any  increase  in  pensions  paid  to 
our  older  veterans. 

Section  19(d)  liberalizes  the  income 
limitations,  while  retaining  the  maxi- 
mum income  eligibility,  and  increases  the 
pension  payments  for  those  in  the  lowest 
income  category.  These  changes  are 
vitally  important  to  those  veterans  and 
widows  with  the  greatest  need  and  are 
consistent  with  the  philosophy  of  Public 
Law  87-211. 

Section  19(e)  provides  for  an  increase 
in  the  monthly  allowances  to  veterans  so 
helpless  or  blind  as  to  require  the  regular 
aid  and  attendance  of  another  person 
from  the  present  $70  to  $100. 

Section  19(f)  establishes  an  additional 
monthly  allowance  for  housebound  vet- 
erans, which  increases  the  basic  pension 
by  $35  for  those  veterans  who,  in  addi- 
tion to  their  disability,  are  housebound. 

Section  19(g)  provides  that  a  veteran 
shall  be  required  to  count  the  income  of 
his  spouse  in  excess  of  $1,200  or  all 
earned  income  of  his  spouse,  whichever 
is  greater.  Current  law  provides  inclu- 
sion of  all  income  in  excess  of  $1,200. 
Experience  has  demonstrated  that  90 
percent  of  those  receiving  pensions  are 
veterans  over  65  and  that  the  wives  have 
found  it  necessary  in  some  cases  to  seek 
outside  employment  in  order  to  keep  the 
family  unit  together.  Inclusion  of  the 
spouse's  earned  income  has  imposed  an 
additional  burden  on  those  families  of 
limited  means. 


20882 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


September  3 


Section  19  (i)  authorizes  the  Veterans' 
Administration  to  provide  drugs  and 
medicines,  which  have  been  prescribed 
by  physicians,  to  those  persons  who  are 
receiving  aid  and  attendance  allowances. 

Mr.  President,  these  are  the  highlights 
of  the  provisions  of  this  amendment.  It 
offers  a  tangible  benefit  to  needy  veter- 
ans and  deceased  veterans'  widows  and 
minor  children.  It  offers  the  benefit 
without  departing  from  the  underlying 
principle  of  existing  law  that  places  em- 
phasis on  those  pensioners  who  most 
need  Federal  assistance.  Unlike  some  of 
the  earlier  proposals,  it  is  not  an  exor- 
bitant measure.  In  later  years,  because 
of  the  elimination  of  the  recoupment  pro- 
vision, it  will  result  in  net  savings  for 
the  Veterans'  Administration.  I  hope 
this  amendment,  responsive  to  the  vet- 
eran's desire  to  seek  a  life  not  demeaned 
by  privation,  will  be  adopted. 

(At  this  point  Mr.  McIntyre  took  the 
chair  as  Presiding  Officer.) 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.    I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MORTON.  As  I  understand  it, 
the  amendment  of  the  Senator  from  New 
York  incorporates  entirely  the  features 
of  H.R.  1927  which  unanimously  passed 
the  House  and  is  now  pending  before  the 
Finance  Committee  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  MORTON.  A  1-day  hearing  was 
held  on  the  bill  in  the  Senate  Finance 
Committee  on  August  19,  1964,  and  the 
record  of  the  hearing  is  available  to  any 
Senator  who  is  interested.  The  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  has  pointed  out  that 
section  19(c),  under  the  Veterans  Ad- 
ministration pension  regulations,  pro- 
vides that  a  veteran,  in  order  to  receive 
a  pension  at  the  age  65,  in  addition  to 
meeting  the  income  requirements,  must, 
one,  have  a  10-percent  disability;  and, 
two,  as  a  result  of  being  unemployable. 
This  section  of  the  Senator's  amendment 
removes  the  requirements  of  unemploy- 
ability.and  disability;  is  that  not  cor- 
rect? 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  Senator  is  cor- 
rect. My  amendment  does  retain,  how- 
ever, the  income  limitations  of  the  pres- 
ent law. 

Mr.  MORTON.    That  is  correct. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  testified 
that  this  would  add  150,000  to  175,000 
additional  veterans. 

I  personally  questioned  Mr.  Gleason 
when  he  was  before  our  committee  on 
this  point  and  Mr.  Gleason  states — and 
I  am  reading  from  page  19  of  the  afore- 
mentioned hearing: 

We  do  not  think  there  can  be  any  signif- 
cant  cost  effected  by  the  disability  require- 
ment and  the  unemployability  requirement. 

The  most  recent  study  for  the  House,  by 
the  Veterans'  Administration,  of  all  claims 
adjudicated  for  this  year,  calendar  year  1964, 
during  that  month  38,000  pension  claims 
were  adjudicated  and  10,000  were  denied 
for  all  reasons — lack  of  requisite  service,  ex- 
cessive income,  lack  of  sufficient  disability, 
et  cetera.  And  of  the  10,000  denials,  Sena- 
tor, only  5  were  based  on  lack  of  10  percent 
disability  at  age  65,  and  ony  60  because  the 
veteran  was  employable  despite  his  disability. 

Therefore,  the  disability  and  unemploy- 
ability requirement  at  age  65  accounted  for 
less  than  1  percent  of  the  denials  of  pensions 


and  affects  less  than  two-tenths  of  1  percent 
of  the  pension  claims  filed. 

Now,  projected  on  an  annual  basis,  the 
benefit  cost  would  not  exceed  $500,000  were 
this  requirement  eliminated. 

Our  administrative  expenses,  in  examin- 
ing and  rating  65-year-old  pension  claim- 
ants, exceeds  that  $500,000  each  year. 

There  speaks  the  Administrator  of  the 
Veterans'  Administration.  That  state- 
ment is  supported  by  a  staff  study  of  the 
House  Veterans  Affairs  Committee,  so 
that  actually  this  section — according  to 
Mr.  Gleason  himself — will  save  money  in 
the  end  because  it  will  eliminate  more  in 
administrative  costs,  in  physicians'  fees 
for  the  examinations,  and  so  will  elimi- 
nate the  cost  of  ascertaining  whether  a 
man  is  employable  and  will  more  than 
offset  the  few  additional  dollars  in  pen- 
sions. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  appreciate  the  com- 
ments of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky, 
who  attended  these  hearings  and  brought 
out  this  very  point.  I  believe  this  is  a 
particularly  important  consideration 
since  much  of  the  opposition  to  the 
amendment  has  been  directed  to  section 
19(c).  It  is  clear  from  the  testimony 
of  Mr.  Gleason  that  the  opposition  is  not 
well  founded. 

Mr.  MORTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  KEATING.   I  yield. 

Mr.  MORTON.  In  the  hearings,  the 
point  was  developed  in  colloquy  between 
several  committee  members  and  Mr. 
Gleason  that  a  meeting  was  held  in  the 
closing  days  of  the  first  session  of  this 
Congress. 

First.  I  developed  with  Mr.  Gleason 
the  fact  that  H  R.  1927,  as  originally  in- 
troduced, had  a  cost  of  between  $780  mil- 
lion and  $790  million,  that  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  was  stricken  and  the  bill, 
which  was  passed  unanimously  by  the 
House  at  a  much  more  modest  cost,  was 
then  drafted. 

I  read  from  the  transcript  of  the 
hearings: 

Senator  Morton.  As  you  have  pointed  out, 
and  I  think  it  was  the  closing  days  of  the 
Congress  before  the  tragic  assassination  of 
President  Kennedy,  that  there  was  pressure 
on  the  administration,  because  of  the  danger 
of  a  discharge  petition  bringing  a  bill  to  the 
floor  of  the  House,  which  would  have  cost,  as 
you  point  out,  somewhere  in  the  neighbor- 
hood of  a  billion  dollars  a  year. 

Mr.  Gleason.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Morton.  It  is  my  impression  that 
the  House  leadership  and  Chairman  Teague 
indicated  that  a  bill  that  did  most  for  those 
who  needed  most,  those  with  the  lowest  in- 
comes or  those  with  health  problems,  could 
be  devised  in  the  general  area  of  cost  as  in- 
dicated in  this  bill,  and  that  that  seemed  to 
be  administration  policy  to  pursue  a  course 
along  a  modest  bill  for  the  most  need. 

This  was  one  way  that  the  discharge  peti- 
tion was  stopped,  is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  Gleason.  This  helped  immeasurably  to 
do  so,  Senator. 

Senator  Morton.  But  now  we  face  a  situ- 
ation where  the  discharge  petition  is  out  of 
the  way  for  the  moment  and  so  today,  you 
indicate,  and  I  shall  not  press  you — I  will 
wait  until  Mr.  Hughes  testifies — but  perhaps 
the  administration  is  going  to  find  it  neces- 
sary in  its  program  to  oppose  H.R.  1927  as 
revised  in  this  more  modest  area. 

Mr.  Gleason.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

I  would  like  to  say.  Senator,  myself,  I  have 
always  believed  in  a  cost-of-living  increase 
for  anyone,  whether  they  were  an  employee  in 


a  corporation  or  in  Government  or  anywhere 
else,  sir. 

The  point  is  that  the  administration 
indicated  that  the  support  of  this  meas- 
ure, as  revised  in  the  House  last  year, 
was  under  the  threat  of  a  discharge  peti- 
tion. Chairman  Teague,  the  members 
of  the  Veterans'  Committee,  and  the 
House  went  ahead  in  good  faith  and 
passed  the  bill  unanimously. 

We  now  find  that  there  is  again  pres- 
sure being  exerted  in  the  Committee  on 
Finance  to  stifle  the  bill,  since  they  are 
not  under  the  pressure  of  the  threat  of  a 
discharge  petition.  I  think  the  measure 
is  a  just  measure.  I  believe  it  is  overdue. 
I  believe  that  the  Senator  from  New 
York  is  showing  good  judgment  in  offer- 
ing it  as  an  amendment  at  this  time  so 
that  we  might  get  action  on  the  measure. 

We  are  approaching  the  end  of  the 
session.  When  there  is  administration 
pressure  brought  to  bear  on  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Finance,  to  hold  it 
in  the  Committee  on  Finance,  we  do  not 
know  what  will  happen.  This  is  a  bill 
that  passed  the  House  unanimously. 
Yet,  it  will  go  down  the  drain. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  New 
York  very  much.  I  hope  that  his 
amendment  will  prevail. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  very  much,  indeed.  He 
has  made  a  very  forceful  argument  in 
favor  of  this  amendment. 

As  the  Senator  has  stated,  there  was 
initially  a  bill  introduced  which  might 
run  up  to  a  cost  of  a  billion  dollars  a 
year.  The  present,  quite  modest,  pro- 
posal is  a  compromise  of  the  152  pension 
bills  that  were  before  the  House.  The 
cost  figures  are  stated  in  the  memoran- 
dum which  I  have  had  placed  on  the  va- 
rious desks  of  the  Senators. 

The  costs  are,  for  the  fiscal  year  1965, 
which  is  half  a  year,  $43  million;  for 
1966,  a  full  year,  $72,619,530;  for  1967, 
$97,341,610;  for  1968,  $106,002,745;  and 
for  1969,  $111,437,400. 

As  I  understand  it,  at  the  11th  hour 
the  Veterans'  Administration  has  now 
come  forth  with  proposals  in  quite  dif- 
ferent form.  The  proposals  they  recom- 
mend involve  more  expense  than  that 
contained  in  this  amendment.  The 
costs  would  actually  increase  so  that  in 
1969,  instead  of  $111  million,  the  addi- 
tional cost  would  amount  to  $132  million. 

In  my  judgment,  we  should  adhere  to 
the  form  of  the  bill  which  had  the  unani- 
mous approval  of  the  House  and  on  which 
Mr.  Gleason  gave  supporting  testimony. 
His  testimony  which  would  tend  to  cause 
the  committee  to  conclude  that  the  bill 
should  be  reported  favorably. 

I  hope  very  much  that  the  amendment 
will  be  agreed  to. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  happy  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  the 
amendment.  I  think  the  amendment  is 
highly  desirable  and  necessary. 

I  ask  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Keating]  if  it  is  not  true 
that  veterans,  who  might  lose  their  pen- 
sions as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  social 
security  would  be  protected  against  this 
loss? 

Mr.  KEATING.   That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  PROUTY.  Veterans  who  have  no 
dependents  would  receive  $90  instead  of 
$85  a  month. 

Mr.  KEATING.    That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  And  veterans  with  de- 
pendents would  receive  $110  instead  of 
$100  a  month. 

Mr.  KEATING.  That  is  with  three  or 
more  dependents? 

Mr.  PROUTY.    That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KEATING.  In  such  cases,  the  in- 
crease is  from  $100  to  $110  a  month. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  And  widows  without 
dependents  would  receive  $65  instead  of 
$60  a  month. 

Mr.  KEATING.    That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  And  those  widows  with 
dependents  would  receive  $80  instead  of 
$75  a  month. 

Mr.  KEATING.    That  is  correct. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
heard,  too,  that  the  administration  has 
brought  great  pressure  to  bear  in  an  ef- 
fort to  prevent  action  being  taken  in  the 
Senate  on  the  bill.  I  am  delighted  that 
the  junior  Senator  from  New  York  is 
making  it  possible  for  the  Senate  to  vote 
on  this  very  important  measure.  It  will 
provide  for  much  needed  assistance  to 
veterans  and  the  widows  of  veterans. 

I  congratulate  the  Senator  for  calling 
this  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate  and 
for  offering  it  in  the  form  of  an  amend- 
ment.  I  am  happy  to  be  a  cosponsor. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Vermont.  I  am  glad  that  the  Sen- 
ator found  that  there  was  such  merit  in 
the  amendment  that  he  wished  to  join 
as  a  cosponsor. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.    I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  the  distinguished  junior  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  for  calling  this  to 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  and  offering 
it  as  an  amendment  to  the  bill. 

I  would  be  less  than  frank  if  I  did  not 
state  as  a  member  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee that  I  had  hoped  that  we  would 
report  this  bill,  and  that  it  might  be  of- 
fered as  a  separate  bill,  or  as  an  amend- 
ment attached  to  another  bill,  rather 
than  the  social  security  bill.  But  we  are 
confronted  with  a  very  definite  parlia- 
mentary situation  here  today.  In  view 
of  that  situation,  and  the  action  that 
has  been  taken  by  the  House,  which  was 
unanimous,  and,  as  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  New  York  has  said, 
it  was  reported  by  a  committee  that  has 
acted  very  carefully  under  the  leadership 
of  Representative  Teague,  of  Texas,  in 
reporting  bills  that  cannot  be  justified. 

I  shall  support  the  amendment  today. 
I  had  hoped  that  we  might  vote  on  it 
separately,  or  in  some  other  bill,  rather 
than  the  social  security  bill.  But  in  view 
of  the  situation  which  we  have  had  in  the 
committee  for  some  time — and  this  is 
not  critical  of  the  chairman  or  any  other 
member  of  the  committee— we  have  had 
hearings,  but  we  had  other  problems,  in- 
cluding social  security,  farm  tax  credits, 
balance  of  payments,  and  debt  limit.  So 
we  have  had  a  very  busy  summer  in  a 
very  busy  session. 


Today  we  are  confronted  with  a  prac- 
tical problem.  I  plan  to  support  the  Sen- 
ator's amendment  and  vote  for  it  when  it 
is  presented  to  the  Senate  for  a  vote. 
But  again  I  call  to  the  attention  of  Sen- 
ators the  point  which  I  think  should  have 
favorable  consideration. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  appreciate  the  re- 
marks of  the  Senator  from  Kansas  very 
much.  I  agree  with  him  that  it  is  un- 
fortunate that,  because  of  the  time  ele- 
ment, the  only  thing  we  can  do  is  to 
try  to  attach  the  bill  as  an  amendment 
to  the  pending  bill.  As  I  said  in  my 
earlier  remarks,  I  would  have  preferred 
another  method,  but  I  feel  that  we  now 
have  no  alternative. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield  to  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
New  York  recognizes — and  I  commend 
him  for  calling  the  subject  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Senate — that  the  Finance 
Committee  has  held  hearings  on  the 
measure,  and  that  it  is  the  pending  busi- 
ness before  the  Finance  Committee.  It 
will  be  the  first  bill  to  be  acted  upon  by 
the  committee.  The  chairman  of  the  Fi- 
nance Committee,  the  Senator  from  Vir- 
ginia [Mr.  Byrd]  has  indicated  that  there 
will  be  action  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  frank  in  say- 
ing that  I  do  not  like  to  attach  the  pro- 
posal to  the  social  security  bill.  I  would 
much  prefer  to  have  the  bill  brought 
before  the  Senate  as  a  separate 
measure.  However,  this  session  is  draw- 
ing to  a  close — at  least  many  of  us  hope 
that  it  is — and  I  have  not  been  able  to 
obtain  any  tangible  assurance  from  the 
Finance  Committee  to  the  effect  that 
the  measure  will  come  before  the  Sen- 
ate at  the  present  session. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  not  trying  to 
quarrel  with  the  Senator  about  what  he 
has  proposed.  He  has  proposed  some- 
thing that  I  think  most  of  us  feel  is  a 
good  measure.  There  is  no  question 
about  how  I  shall  vote  on  it.  There 
have  been  suggestions  that  we  might 
get  a  better  job  for  less  money.  If  those 
suggestions  appeal  to  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  I  would  hope 
that  the  committee  would  act  quickly 
upon  the  measure  and  report  it  to  the 
Senate.  I  believe  that  the  issue  is  being 
handled  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 

I  know  that  if  there  had  been  an  at- 
tempt by  the  Ways  and  Means  Commit- 
tee of  the  House  to  take  the  measure 
from  Representatwe  Teague  in  the 
House,  it  would  have  been  turned  down 
quickly,  as  the  able  Senator  from  New 
York  knows  from  his  long  service  in  the 
House. 

Unfortunately,  the  Finance  Commit- 
tee is  not  only  the  veterans'  committee 
in  the  Senate.  It  is  busy  with  other 
proposed  legislation.  I  cannot  guaran- 
tee that  the  measure  will  be  reported 
from  the  committee.  I  was  absent  when 
hearings  were  held.  But  I  assure  the 
Senator  that,  so  far  as  I  know,  it  is  the 
pending  business  before  the  committee, 
and  it  is  the  intention  of  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  to  report  it.  I  hope 
that  is  the  situation. 


Mr.  KEATING.  I  appreciate  the 
frankness  of  my  friend  from  New  Mex- 
ico. If  we  could  in  some  way  have  some 
assurance  that  H.R.  1927  will  be  re- 
ported promptly  I  would  be  rather  dis- 
posed not  to  press  the  amendment.  But 
I  am  not  willing  to  withdraw  my  amend- 
ment on  the  possibility  that  a  bill  will 
be  reported.  I  am  sure  that  the  distin- 
guished Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  not 
in  the  position  of  stating  a  committee 
determination  that  a  bill  will  be  re- 
ported. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.    I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  has 
stated  the  situation  correctly.  We  are 
not  able  to  make  a  commitment.  The 
able  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl- 
son] is  a  prominent  member  of  that  com- 
mittee. He  is  for  reporting  a  bill  that 
is  equivalent  to  the  amendment,  if  not 
the  exact  bill  which  the  Senator  has  in- 
troduced. I  am  in  favor  of  it;  and  the 
Senator  will  find  several  members  of  the 
Finance  Committee  who  feel  the  same 
way  about  it.  I  can  only  say  to  the  Sen- 
ator that  if  he  is  willing  to  withdraw  his 
amendment,  I  shall  undertake  to  see  if 
some  commitment  can  be  obtained  from 
the  chairmain  of  the  committee.  If  the 
Senator  does  not  feel  that  way,  I  have  no 
objection  to  his  proceeding. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  also  torn  be- 
cause of  some  personal  commitments  of 
considerable  importance  to  me  that  I 
have  this  afternoon.  I  feel  that  I  must 
continue  with  it  now.  However,  we  all 
know  that  the  bill  is  going  to  conference. 
It  has  enough  in  it  now  to  engage  the 
interests  of  the  conferees  for  some  time 
in  the  future.  During  that  period,  if  the 
committee  reports  such  a  bill  and  it  is 
acted  upon  by  the  Senate,  we  can  accept 
that  in  lieu  of  what  might  be  sent  to  con- 
ference as  part  of  the  social  security 
bill.  But  while  we  are  dealing  with  the 
problem,  if  the  Senate  is  so  minded,  it 
would  be  well  to  have  the  proposal  in- 
corporated into  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield  to  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  cannot  speak  for 
any  other  member  of  the  committee,  but 
I  can  make  the  definite  statement  that 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  has  said 
that  there  will  be  another  meeting  of  the 
committee.  The  date  has  now  been  set. 
Proposed  legislation  in  the  committee  will 
be  considered.  As  one  member  of  the 
committee,  I  assure  the  Senator  from  New 
York  that  I  shall  insist  that  the  subject  of 
his  bill  be  considered.  However,  I  am 
as  desirous  of  passing  the  pending  bill 
as  is  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  York,  so  I  would  not  want  to  take 
any  chances.  I  firmly  believe  that  there 
will  be  committee  action  on  the  measure; 
and  I  will  certainly  work  in  favor  of  com- 
mittee action.  I  believe  there  is  support 
in  the  Finance  Committee  for  it.  It  is 
merely  a  question  of  whether  we  should 
try  to  handle  the  problem  in  that  way 
or  act  upon  it  today.  Personally  I  would 
rather  do  it  through  the  Finance 
Committee. 
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Mr.  KEATING.  I  hope  that  can  be 
done;  but  in  the  meantime,  in  the  event 
there  should  be  some  slip — and,  after  all, 
only  2  members  of  the  committee  have 
spoken  on  the  subject — we  should  try  to 
get  the  provision  in  the  pending  bill. 
The  conferees  could  then  drop  out  that 
provision  if  in  the  meanwhile  we  should 
enact  another  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.    I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senate 
Finance  Committee  has  held  hearings  on 
the  subject.  We  are  all  aware  that  the 
measure  to  which  the  Senator  from  New 
York  refers  is  the  pending  business  in 
the  Senate  Finance  Committee.  The 
measure  is  the  most  significant  piece  of 
proposed  veterans'  legislation  in  the 
Congress,  or  perhaps  one  of  the  most  sig- 
nificant, at  least. 

Hearings  were  held  on  the  measure. 
Representatives  of  the  Veterans'  Admin- 
istration appeared  before  the  committee 
and  said  that  they  wished  to  study  it 
further.  They  desired  to  make  recom- 
mendations to  the  committee.  They 
have  now  made  their  recommendations. 
We  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  study 
them.  But  the  recommendations  basic- 
ally are  as  follows: 

The  Veterans'  Administration  is  op- 
posed to  the  bill  in  the  form  introduced 
by  the  Senator.  The  Veterans'  Admin- 
istration has  recommended  a  substitute 
which  they  believe  would  be  more  ef- 
fective and  would  involve  a  reasonable 
savings  in  funds. 

It  would  do  more  good  in  the  areas 
where  the  need  is  the  greatest.  We  have 
not  had  an  opportunity  to  study  the 
substitute  proposal  offered  by  the  Vet- 
erans' Administration,  but  that  is  to  be 
the  order  of  business  at  the  next  execu- 
tive meeting. 

Mr.  President,  the  measure  is  extreme- 
ly important.  It  deserves  study.  I  dis- 
cussed the  subject  with  the  distinguished 
chairman,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd]  this  morning.  He  said  that 
I  could  give  the  Senate  assurance  that 
the  committee  will  act  on  the  bill.  The 
committee  will  report  a  bill  to  the  Sen- 
ate— either  the  bill  of  the  Senator  from 
New  York  or  something  along  the  lines 
of  the  recommendations  of  the  Veterans' 
Administration — but  in  either  event  the 
Senate  will  have  an  opportunity  to  con- 
sider the  issue  and  vote  upon  it. 

I  hope  that  the  Senator  from  New 
York  will  not  insist  upon  his  amend- 
ment at  the  present  time,  because  the 
question  should  not  be  legislated  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  before  we  have  had 
an  opportunity  to  consider  alternate  rec- 
ommendations. We  should  have  an  op- 
portunity to  study  the  costs  of  the  com- 
parative systems  and  to  see  whether  it 
would  be  best  to  do  what  the  Senator 
from  New  York  is  recommending,  what 
the  Veterans'  Administration  recom- 
mends, or  some  compromise  between 
the  two. 

I  very  much  hope  that  the  Senator 
will  permit  the  Finance  Committee  to 
act  in  an  orderly  fashion  on  the  ques- 
tion so  that  we  may  be  satisfied  that 
what  we  are  doing  is  in  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  veterans. 


We  do  not  desire  to  delay  the  matter. 
We  wish  to  study  it  and  work  on  it.  As 
soon  as  there  can  be  an  executive  meet- 
ing to  consider  it  in  an  orderly  fashion, 
we  propose  to  report  the  measure.  I  be- 
lieve I  can  tell  the  Senator  that  in  all 
probability  that  will  be  the  major  bill 
which  the  Senate  Finance  Committee 
will  report. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  appreciate  the  re- 
marks of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 
The  Senator  has  left  the  impression  that 
the  figures  in  the  proposal  recently  sent 
to  the  Congress  by  the  Veterans'  Admin- 
istration show  that  the  cost  of  the  Vet- 
erans' Administration  proposal  would  be 
less  than  the  costs  involved  in  my 
amendment.  The  figures  that  the  Vet- 
erans' Administration  have  given  us  in 
respect  to  their  proposal  show  that  it 
would  cost  more,  not  less. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  That  is  all 
the  more  reason  why  the  question  should 
be  studied. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  wish  to  get  it  into 
the  record. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  am  on  the  committee  which  is 
studying  the  question,  but  the  commit- 
tee, to  which  the  Senate  has  assigned 
the  responsibility,  has  not  had  an  op- 
portunity to  study  the  question  so  as  to 
do  justice  to  the  subject.  It  would  be 
completely  unfair  to  insist  that  the  Sen- 
ate should  act  on  it  now,  before  the  com- 
mittee has  had  an  opportunity  to  study 
it  and  bring  forward  its  proposal.  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  not  insist  that  the  Sen- 
ate act  on  the  amendment  at  this  time. 

Mr.  KEATTNG.  What  is  the  objection 
to  incorporating  this  measure — which 
certainly  has  had  much  study — in  the 
pending  bill?  Then,  if  the  Finance 
Committee  reports  H.R.  1927,  or  a  modi- 
fied bill,  and  if  it  passes,  it  should  cer- 
tainly supplant  this  provision  in  the 
social  security  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  From  one 
point  of  view,  if  this  amendment  is 
adopted  the  bill  may  not  be  in  confer- 
ence. Both  Houses  having  acted  on  the 
measure,  both  Houses  would  have  a 
mandate  to  accept  it,  although  there 
would  be  some  problem  with  regard  to 
a  possible  point  of  order  being  raised  on 
the  question  of  veterans'  legislation  on 
a  social  security  bill. 

The  Senator  well  knows  that  social 
security  matters  are  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
in  the  House,  where  he  served  with  dis- 
tinction. He  knows  also  that  the 
amendment  he  is  offering  is  in  the  juris- 
diction of  the  House  Veterans'  Affairs 
Committee. 

If  the  Senator's  amendment  is  agreed 
to,  I  shall  offer  my  amendment,  which 
has  passed  the  Senate  a  number  of 
times,  to  provide  for  the  reopening  of 
veterans'  insurance  so  that  veterans  may 
have  an  opportunity  to  obtain  such  in- 
surance. I  know  that  that  will  start  a 
spark  on  the  House  side. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  shall  support  the 
amendment  to  reopen  national  service 
life  insurance,  as  I  have  in  the  past. 

The  present  amendent,  if  adopted  as 
an  amendment  to  the  social  security  bill, 
would  be  in  conference,  because  the 
conferees  would  be  from  the  Ways  and 


Means  Committee.  I  am  sure  the  Sen- 
ator will  agree  that  the  conferees  would 
take  some  time  in  considering  it.  Why 
can  the  Senate  not  adopt  this  amend- 
ment, and,  if  the  Finance  Committee 
brings  up  a  revised  bill,  act  on  it  when 
it  comes  up? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  As  spokes- 
man for  the  committee,  I  feel  that  I  have 
given  the  Senator  from  New  York  and 
the  Senate  all  the  insurance  that  is  nec- 
essary that  they  are  going  to  have  an 
opportunity  to  have  the  Senate  act  on 
the  legislation. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  did  not  understand 
the  Senator  to  say  that.  May  I  put  it 
in  the  form  of  a  question?  In  his  posi- 
tion as  a  very  high  ranking  member — he 
is  the  ranking  member,  I  believe — of  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee,  and  one  who 
serves  with  distinction  and  is  charged 
with  great  responsibilities  in  that  com- 
mittee, can  the  Senator,  on  behalf  of  the 
committee,  assure  the  Senate  that  H.R. 
1927,  either  in  that  form  or  in  a  re- 
vised form,  will  be  reported  for  the  Sen- 
ate to  act  upon  at  this  session  of  Con- 
gress? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  have  asked 
the  same  question  of  four  members  of 
the  Finance  Committee  who  are  in  the 
Chamber.  I  discussed  it  this  morning 
with  the  Chairman  of  the  Committee. 
He  agreed  that  I  could  make  this  state- 
ment affirmatively  to  the  Senator:  A 
bill  on  this  subject  will  be  reported  which 
will  be  the  appropriate  vehicle  for  the 
Senator's  amendment  in  the  event  the 
committee  does  not  report  precisely  what 
he  has  offered. 

Mr.  KEATING.    At  this  session? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  At  this  ses- 
sion. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Following  what  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  said,  I  wish 
to  say,  as  a  member  of  the  committee, 
that  I  shall  vote  to  report  a  bill.  In  ad- 
dition, I  assure  the  Senator  that  a  bill 
will  be  reported.  If  no  measure  came 
before  the  committee,  or  no  suggestions 
better  than  the  proposal  now  before  us, 
I  would  hope  to  vote  for  the  measure 
pending  today. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  recognize  that  the  orderly  procedure 
would  be  to  have  a  bill  dealing  only  with 
this  subject  before  us. 

I  yield  now  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  My  colleague  has  al- 
ready rendered  a  great  and  outstanding 
service.  In  obtaining  the  assurance  that 
the  Finance  Committee  would  let  the 
Senate  act  on  the  bill,  the  Senator  has 
assured  Congress  that  this  proposal  will 
not  only  be  acted  upon,  but  will  become 
law,  as  the  other  body  has  already  acted 
on  it. 

It  is  for  the  Senator  to  decide  what  to 
do  with  his  amendment,  but  I  emphasize 
that  the  Senator  has  rendered  a  most 
significant  service  to  the  Senate  and  the 
country. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  most  grateful 
for  those  kind  remarks. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, with  that  assurance,  is  the  Sena- 
tor willing  to  withdraw  his  amendment? 
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Mr.  KEATING.  First  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton]. 

Mr.  MORTON.  It  was  stated  earlier 
that  the  Finance  Committee  would  be 
under  pressure  to  hold  up  the  bill,  with 
the  opposition  of  the  administration. 
With  the  assurance  of  the  acting  chair- 
man of  the  committee  and  the  assur- 
ance I  have  had  from  the  chairman  of 
the  committee,  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Byrd],  and  the  fact  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson], 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carl- 
son], and  others  on  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee have  given  assurance,  and  with 
the  assurance  that  has  been  given  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York,  I,  too,  would 
suggest  that  he  withdraw  his  amend- 
ment. I  thank  him  for  rendering  a  great 
service. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  action  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  today  is  typical  of 
the  service  he  renders  in  the  Senate.  He 
has  the  initiative  to  bring  before  the  Sen- 
ate important  legislation,  and  to  obtain 
action.  Today  he  has  obtained  action 
on  this  important  measure  affecting  the 
veterans  of  our  country.  At  least  four 
members  of  the  Finance  Committee, 
namely,  the  ranking  Democratic  mem- 
ber [Mr.  Long],  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  and,  on  the  Re- 
publican side,  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
[Mr.  Carlson]  and  the  Senator  from 
Kentucky  [Mr.  Morton],  together  with 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  the  dis- 
tinguished Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  have  given  as  much, assurance  as 
it  is  possible  to  give  that  this  important 
piece  of  legislation  for  the  benefit  of  vet- 
erans, their  widows  and  dependents,  and 
of  particular  importance  to  older  disa- 
bled veterans,  will  be  favorably  acted 
upon  by  the  Senate  before  we  adjourn. 
.  Since  members  of  the  Finance  Com- 
mittee have  given  the  Senator  from  New 
York  assurance  that  the  bill  will  be  re- 
ported to  the  Senate,  I  have  no  doubt 
that  it  will  pass  the  Senate,  as  it  has  al- 
ready been  passed  by  the  House.  The 
prompt  and  vigorous  action  of  the  Sen- 
ator from  New  York  means,  in  my  opin- 
ion, that  this  important  bill  for  the  vet- 
erans of  our  country  will  become  law. 

I  congratulate  him.  His  work  on  this 
bill  is  typical  of  the  great  service  he  ren- 
ders in  the  Senate,  not  only  to  his  State, 
but  to  the  country.  I  am  glad  that  he 
permitted  me  to  be  a  cosponsor  of  this 
measure  to  assist  our  veterans. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  very  grateful  for 
the  kind  remarks  by  my  friend  from 
Kentucky. 

Based  upon  the  assurance  of  the  rank- 
ing member  of  the  Finance  Committee 
and  other  members  who  have  spoken  on 
this  problem,  that  a  bill,  whether  it  be 
in  the  form  of  H.R.  1927  or  some  other 
form,  will  be  brought  before  the  Senate 
for  action  at  this  session,  I  shall  be  happy 
to  withdraw  the  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  appreciate 
the  Senator's  action,  and  I  commend  him 
for  the  statement  he  has  made.  I  assure 
him  that  I  shall  do  my  utmost  to  see  that 
the  commitment  is  honored. 


Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  join  in  commending 
the  Senator  from  New  York  for  his  ef- 
forts to  bring  this  subject  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Senate.  I  have  received  a 
great  amount  of  correspondence  on  it. 
The  action  of  the  House  demonstrates 
a  great  amount  of  support  for  this  type 
of  legislation.  I  must  say,  however,  in 
fairness,  that  there  appears  to  be  some 
basis  for  a  modification  of  the  legisla- 
tion. I  am  advised  that  the  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  and  the  Veterans'  Adminis- 
tration have  entered  objections  to  the 
bill  in  its  present  form.  This  does  not 
mean  that  it  cannot  be  modified  to  meet 
the  objections  and  to  cover  some  of  the 
areas  that  need  to  be  covered,  and  which 
long  ago  should  have  been  covered.  In 
view  of  the  action  taken  on  the  floor 
today  by  the  able  Senator  from  New 
York,  I  hope  that  the  Finance  Committee 
will  exert  every  effort  to  resolve  some  of 
the  problems,  so  that  the  bill  may  come 
before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  withdrawn.  The  bill  is 
open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
the  Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Sal- 
inger] has  an  amendment. 

Mr.  SALINGER.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  No.  1257,  and  ask  that 
the  reading  of  it  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 
Amendment  to  Definition  op  Medical  As- 
sistance for  the  Aged 

Sec.  19.  (a)  Section  6(b)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "who 
are  not  recipients  of  old-age  assistance"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "who  are  not  re- 
cipients of  old-age  assistance  (except,  for 
any  month,  for  recipients  of  old-age  assist- 
ance who  are  admitted  to  or  discharged  from 
a  medical  institution  during  such  month)". 

(b)  Section  1605(b)  of  such  Act  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  "who  are  not  re- 
cipients of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "who  are  not 
recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  dis- 
abled (except,  for  any  month,  for  recipients 
of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  who 
are  admitted  to  or  discharged  from  a  medi- 
cal institution  during  such  month )  ". 

Mr.  SALINGER.  Mr.  President,  I 
called  up  this  amendment  yesterday  and 
discussed  it  at  some  length  and  inserted 
in  the  Record  some  material  in  connec- 
tion with  it.  The  objective  of  the  amend- 
ment is  to  close  a  loophole  in  existing 
laws,  to  permit  a  person  who  goes  into 
a  hospital  in  the  middle  of  the  month  to 
draw  MAA  payments  from  the  beginning 
of  that  month. 

The  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Miller] 
raised  some  objections  yesterday,  and  we 
have  discussed  them  at  some  length.  His 
problem  with  the  amendment  is  that  he 
sees  in  it  the  possibility  of  a  doubling  up 
of  payments.  I  do  not  agree  with  him. 
However,  he  has  suggested  some  lan- 
guage as  a  possible  amendment  to  the 
amendment. 

We  have  discussed  the  matter  with  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  and 


he  has  assured  us  that  the  language  sug- 
gested by  the  Senator  from  Iowa  could 
be  considered  by  the  conference  com- 
mittee. 

I  therefore  ask  that  the  amendment 
be  accepted  by  the  Senator  from  Loui- 
siana and  passed  by  the  Senate  in  its 
present  form,  subject  to  the  understand- 
ing that  I  have  stated. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  California  for  having  his  amend- 
ment laid  aside  yesterday,  so  that  I 
would  have  an  opportunity  to  discuss  it 
with  some  interested  persons  in  my 
State. 

As  a  result  of  conversations  with  those 
individuals,  I  have  concluded  that  no 
particular  problem  exist  so  far  as  our 
Iowa  law  is  concerned.  It  developed, 
however,  that  a  duplication  would  result 
from  the  adoption  of  the  amendment. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Califor- 
nia for  trying  to  close  a  gap  which  exists 
in  the  present  law.  For  example,  I  un- 
derstand that  if  an  individual  were  hos- 
pitalized on  the  28th  of  the  month  and 
remains  hospitalized  through  the  15th  of 
the  following  month,  when  he  came  out, 
under  present  Federal  law,  he  would  not 
be  eligible  for  old-age  assistance  from 
the  15th  of  that  month  to  the  end  of  the 
month.  The  law  is  such  that  those  pay- 
ments by  the  Federal  Government  would 
not  be  permitted. 

The  Senator  from  California  is  trying 
to  close  that  gap.  The  gap  should  be 
closed.  However,  I  suggest  that  in  doing 
so  the  amendment  in  its  present  form 
provides  for  a  doubling  up.  For  example, 
old-age  assistance  payments  are  ordi- 
narily made  on  the  first  of  the  month, 
and  are  made  in  advance  for  that  month. 
If  an  individual  enters  a  hospital  on  the 
15th  of  the  month,  he  will  have  been 
paid,  under  old-age  assistance,  for  the 
entire  month.  He  will  receive  a  medical- 
assistance-for-the-aged  payment  for  the 
last  2  weeks  of  that  month.  Therefore 
there  is  a  doubling  up  of  benefits  for  the 
last  2  weeks.  My  suggestion  was  that 
we  try  to  avoid  this  duplication,  at  least 
so  far  as  the  payment  of  Federal  money 
is  concerned. 

If  we  did  so,  it  would  leave  it  up  to 
the  States,  possibly  through  administra- 
tive regulations,  to  work  out  payments 
under  such  a  situation.  I  do  not  wish 
to  cause  any  hardship.  I  believe  we 
should  close  the  gap,  just  as  the  Sen- 
ator from  California  does.  It  may  be 
that  it  is  not  administratively  feasible  to 
arrive  at  a  solution  which  will  prevent 
duplication.  I  believe,  however,  since 
there  is  an  obvious  duplication,  that  the 
amendment  ought  to  be  carefully 
checked  by  the  staff  in  conference,  with 
a  view  to  seeing  whether  it  can  be  pre- 
vented. I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Cal- 
ifornia wishes  to  do  that  also.  We  cer- 
tainly do  not  want  to  permit  any  dupli- 
cation. I  understand  that  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  will  have  the  staff  check 
during  the  conference,  with  a  view  to 
seeing  whether  this  problem  can  be  taken 
care  of. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  There  is 
merit  to  both  arguments,  that  of  the 
Senator  from  California  and  that  of  the 
Senator  from  Iowa.  If  the  matter  goes 
to  conference,  we  certainly  will  consider 
both  points  of  view. 
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Mr.  MILLER.  I  take  the  example  of  a 
person  who  is  eligible  for  old  age  assist- 
ance, and  who  enters  the  hospital  on  the 
29th  of  the  month.  He  would  not  re- 
ceive his  old  age  assistance  check  on  the 
first  of  the  month  because  he  would  be 
going  into  the  hospital.  Let  us  assume 
that  he  came  out  on  the  15th  of  the 
month.  The  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Salinger]  would  want  to  make  cer- 
tain that  the  beneficiary  received  his  old- 
age  assistance  for  the  remainder  of  that 
month,  which  he  cannot  do  now,  and  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  thoroughly  agrees 
with  the  Senator  from  California.  But 
it  would  be  unfortunate  if  Federal  money 
were  paid  to  a  State  to  pay  the  benefi- 
ciary retroactively  to  the  first  of  that 
month  for  old-age  assistance.  That 
point  also  should  be  checked  out  in  con- 
ference. 

There  are  several  aspects  of  the  pro- 
posal which  the  Senator  from  California 
and  the  Senator  from  Iowa  recognize  it 
is  impossible  to  have  properly  studied 
and  perfected  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 
But  with  the  experience  of  the  staff  and 
of  the  Department  that  is  involved,  at 
the  time  of  the  conference  on  the  bill 
both  of  us  hope  that  the  amendment  will 
be  carefully  analyzed  to  determine 
whether  or  not  any  improvement  can  be 
made  in  it. 

Mr.  SALINGER.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment,  which  I  am  proposing  to  the 
Social  Security  Act,  would  do  much  to 
cure  the  problem  created  by  present  pro- 
visions of  the  act,  wherein  a  State  is  not 
permitted  to  claim  Federal  financial  par- 
ticipation, under  the  medical  assistance 
for  the  aged  program,  for  any  person  who 
is  an  old-age  assistance  recipient. 

I  have  long  supported  financing  hos- 
pital, nursing  home  and  related  medical 
care  under  the  Social  Security  Act,  be- 
cause I  believe  a  social-insurance  foun- 
dation is  a  necessary  and  vital  part  of 
providing  adequate  medical  care  to  our 
Nation's  elderly. 

However,  I  have  always  believed  that 
in  addition  to  basic  inpatient  coverage 
under  the  Social  Security  Act,  there  is, 
and  will  continue  to  be,  a  need  to  sup- 
plement this  protection  with  a  public 
assistance  program — the  Kerr-Mills, 
medical  assistance  to  the  aged,  program. 

Regardless  of  whether  this  Congress 
enacts,  as  I  hope  it  will,  social  security 
financing  of  medical  care  for  the  aged,  it 
will  still  be  necessary  to  eliminate  the 
dual  claiming  prohibition  in  the  medical 
assistance  for  the  aged  program,  if  that 
program  is  to  serve  effectively  as  a  tool 
in  providing  supplemental  medical  care 
to  the  Nation's  elderly. 

In  the  State  of  California,  as  I  am  sure 
has  been  the  experience  of  many  other 
States  which  have  conscientiously  at-  ( 
tempted  to  implement  the  Kerr-Mills 
program,  we  find  that  a  significant  num- 
ber of  our  needy  elderly  have  been  denied 
medical  care  under  the  medical  assist- 
ance for  the  aged  because  earlier  in  the 
month  in  which  they  entered  a  hospital 
or  nursing  home,  they  had  received  their 
old-age  assistance  payment. 

This  amendment  would  take  care  of 
situations  in  which  old-age  assistance 
recipients  received  their  payments  on  the 
first  of  the  month,  and  who  sometime 


during  that  month  were  required  to  enter 
hospitals  or  nursing  homes.  Under  cur- 
rent law,  no  medical  assistance  for  the 
aged  payments  would  be  permitted  on 
behalf  of  such  recipients  because  they 
had  already  received  old-age  checks 
earlier  in  the  same  month.  This  amend- 
ment would  correct  this  situation. 

The  amendment  also  would  correct  the 
problem  in  situations  in  which  elderly 
persons  leave  hospitals  or  nursing  homes 
in  midmonth,  and  under  the  current 
prohibition  against  dual  payments  for 
old-age  assistance  and  medical  assist- 
ance for  the  aged  for  the  same  persons 
in  the  same  months,  such  elderly  persons 
find  themselves  released  from  inpatient 
care,  without  any  income  or  resources  to 
sustain  them  until  they  then  become  eli- 
gible, the  first  of  the  following  month, 
for  old-age  assistance  payment.  The 
latter  defect  in  the  current  law  quite 
often  leads  to  the  costly  solution  of  per- 
mitting the  elderly  person  to  remain 
longer  than  necessary  in  the  hospital  or 
nursing  home,  so  that  he  will  have  a  roof 
over  his  head  and  will  be  fed  adequately. 
This  m'ght  be  impossible  for  such  a  per- 
son to  do  for  himself,  without  his  old- 
age  assistance  payment. 

This  amendment  has  long  been  sought 
by  those  within  the  California  Medical 
Association  who  have  worked  with  our 
State  in  developing  this  plan,  and  has 
been  supported  by  units  of  local  govern- 
ment, as  well  as  by  all  of  those — liberal 
and  conservative,  alike — who  understand 
the  medical  assistance  for  the  aged  pro- 
gram and  want  to  make  it  work  effec- 
tively. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  California 
[Mr.  Salinger]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  SALINGER.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
amendment  No.  1261,  offered  on  behalf 
of  myself  and  my  colleague  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Keating].  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  reading  of  the  amend- 
ment be  dispensed  with,  but  that  it  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

DEFINITION  OF  CHILD 

Sec.  17.  (a)  Subsection  (e)  of  section  216 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  the 
first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof: 
",  and  (3)  in  the  case  of  a  living  individual, 
a  person  who  is  living  in  such  individual's 
household  for  a  continuous  period  of  not 
less  than  one  year  immediately  preceding  the 
day  on  which  application  for  child's  insur- 
ance benefits  is  filed,  if  such  period  began 
prior  to  the  date  such  individual  became 
entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(a)  or 
section  223(a),  as  the  case  may  be,  and  (4) 
in  the  case  of  a  deceased  individual,  (A)  a 
person  who  has  lived  in  such  individual's 
household  for  a  continuous  period  of  not 
less  than  one  year  immediately  preceding 
the  day  on  which  such  individual  died  or 
(B)  a  person  entitled  to  child's  insurance 


benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  of  such  individual  for 
the  month  before  the  month  in  which  in- 
dividual died." 

(b)  Section  202(d)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  new  paragraph : 

"(9)  A  child  who  is  a  child  of  an  individ- 
ual pursuant  to  clause  (3)  or  clause  (4)  of 
section  216(e)  shall  be  deemed  dependent 
on  such  individual  if  at  the  time  specified 
in  paragraph  (1)  (C)  such  child  was  receiv- 
ing at  least  one-half  of  his  support  from 
such  individual  unless,  at  such  time,  such 
individual  was  receiving  regular  contribu- 
tions toward  the  support  of  such  child  from 
(A)  such  child's  mother,  father,  adopting 
mother,  or  adopting  father,  or  (B)  a  public 
or  private  welfare  organization  that  had 
placed  such  child  in  such  individual's  house- 
hold under  a  foster-care  program;  except 
that  the  provisions  of  clause  (A)  shall  not 
apply  if  such  individual  is  the  mother  or 
father  of  such  child." 

(c)  Where — 

(1)  One  or  more  persons  were  entitled 
(without  the  application  of  section  202(j) 
(1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  to  monthly 
benefits  under  section  202  of  such  Act  for 
the  month  before  the  month  in  which  this 
Act  is  enacted  on  the  basis  of  the  wages 
and  self-employment  income  of  an  individ- 
ual; and 

(2)  any  person  is  entitled  to  benefits  un- 
der subsection  (b),  (d),  or  (g)  of  section  202 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  any  subse- 
quent month  on  the  basis  of  such  individ- 
ual's wages  and  self -employment  income  and 
such  person  would  not  be  entitled  to  such 
benefits  but  for  the  enactment  of  this  sec- 
tion; and 

(3)  the  total  of  the  benefits  to  which  all 
persons  are  entitled  under  section  202  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  on  the  basis  of  such 
individual's  wages  and  self-employment  in- 
come for  such  subsequent  month  is  reduced 
by  reason  of  the  application  of  section 
203(a)  of  such  Act. 

then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which 
each  person  referred  to  in  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  subsection  is  entitled  for  such  subse- 
quent month  shall  not,  after  the  application 
of  such  section  203(a),  be  less  than  the 
amount  it  would  have  been  if  no  person  re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection 
was  entitled  to  a  benefit  referred  to  in  such 
paragraph  for  such  subsequent  month  on 
the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self-employment 
income  of  such  individual. 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  sec- 
tion shall  be  applicable  with  respect  to 
monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  for  months  beginning  with  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  on  the 
basis  of  an  application  filed  in  or  after  such 
month. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  can  be  explained  briefly. 

The  amendment  would  define  "child" 
under  the  Social  Security  Act  so  as  to 
permit  the  payment  of  survivors'  bene- 
fits to  foster  children  who  have  not  been 
legally  adopted  but  have  been  cared  for 
by  a  person  who  assumed  full  parental 
responsibility.  The  amendment  would 
fill  a  gap  in  the  encouragement  of  the 
foster  care  program  at  very  little  cost, 
but  with  considerable  benefit. 

Situations  in  which  children  find 
themselves  dependent  upon  workers 
other  than  their  parents  include  those 
in  which  a  child  of  divorced  parents  lives 
with  close  relatives  or  a  family  friend; 
in  which  a  child  has  been  deserted  or  is 
illegitimate;  and  in  which,  for  a  variety 
of  reasons,  parents  cannot  assume  re- 
sponsibility for  their  child.  In  such  situ- 
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ations  the  child  is  cut  off  from  benefits 
when  the  person  who  has  been  support- 
ing him  dies  or  becomes  disabled.  The 
amendment  would  correct  this  unfortu- 
nate situation. 

With  my  colleague  [Mr.  Keating]  I 
have  proposed  this  in  the  86th  and  87th 
Congresses,  as  well  as  in  the  present 
Congress,  as  S.  1771. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  reported  on  the  proposal  in 
the  87th  Congress,  and  considered  it,  gen- 
erally, favorably.  The  Department  esti- 
mated the  cost  to  be  one  one -hundredth 
of  1  percent  of  payroll,  which  amounts 
to  approximately  $35  million  a  year. 

This  is  parallel  to  the  amendment, 
which  was  in  the  House-passed  bill  and 
is  now  in  the  Senate  bill,  to  enable  chil- 
dren pursuing  an  education  to  receive 
survivors'  benefits  until  they  attain  age 
21,  instead  of  being  cut  off  at  age  18.  This 
provision  I  have  also  championed,  along 
with  my  colleague  [Mr.  Keating]  since 
1959.  I  introduced  it  as  S.  1770  in  this 
Congress  and  am  most  gratified  that  it 
is  in  the  bill  as  passed  by  both  Houses. 

I  sincerely  hope,  in  view  of  the  gen- 
erally favorable  report  of  the  Depart- 
ment, that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long],  who  is  in  charge  of  the  bill, 
may  see  fit  to  accept  the  pending  amend- 
ment and  take  it  to  conference,  with  my 
full  understanding  that  he  will  use  his 
best  efforts  to  retain  it,  but  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
will  be  final  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  will 
my  colleague  from  New  York  yield? 

Mr.  JAVITS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  comend  my  col- 
league for  offering  the  amendment,  of 
which  I  am  happy  to  be  a  cosponsor.  I 
have  received  a  number  of  letters  from 
foster  parents  who  feel  that  the  present 
social  security  law  in  this  respect  is  un- 
fair. The  amendment  would  involve 
only  a  modest  increase.  I  hope  that  it 
will  be  accepted. 

While  I  am  speaking,  I  wish  to  express 
gratitude  for  the  inclusion  in  the  bill  of 
the  provision  to  allow  a  person  attending 
school  to  be  a  beneficiary  under  the  de- 
pendent children  section  until  age  21. 
The  present  law,  which  stops  such  pay- 
ments just  when  educational  expenses  are 
heavy  is  particularly  burdensome  and  un- 
fair and  seems  to  be  directly  at  variance 
with  Government  policy  to  encour- 
age higher  education.  I  am  happy  that 
an  amendment  to  this  provision  is  now 
incorporated  in  the  bill  and  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Louisiana  believes  that  he  can 
also  take  this  amendment  to  conference. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  my  colleague 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, on  the  basis  that  the  Senator  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Javits]  has  asked  that 
the  amendment  be  taken  to  conference, 
I  shall  ask  the  conference  to  examine  into 
this  problem. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  am  grateful  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Javits]  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 


Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  reconsider  the  vote  by 
which  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
hopeful  that  the  third  reading  of  the  bill 
may  be  had;  but  first  I  should  like  to 
ask  th?  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  who  is  in  charge  of  the  bill, 
if  he  knows  of  any  other  Senator  who 
wishes  to  offer  amendments. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  understand 
that  another  amendment  or  two  may  be 
offered. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Sa- 
linger in  the  chair).  Without  objec- 
tion, it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont will  be  stated  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  reading  of 
the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the 
amendment  will  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Prouty 
is  as  follows: 

Beginning  on  line  25,  page  20,  strike  all 
after  the  period  through  line  6  on  page  21. 

Sec.  2.  On  line  5,  page  22,  strike  the  quota- 
tion mark  and  add  the  following: 

"MINIMUM  BENEFITS  FOB  CERTAIN  INDIVIDUALS 
WHO  HAVE  ATTAINED  AGE  SEVENTY-TWO 

"(d)  (1)  Section  202  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"  'BENEFIT  PAYMENTS  TO  PERSONS  NOT  OTHER- 
WISE ENTITLED  UNDER  THIS  SECTION 

"  '(v)  (1)  Every  individual  who — 
"'(A)  has  attained  age  seventy-two, 
"'(B)  is  not  and  would  not,  upon  filing 
application  therefor,  be  entitled  to  any 
monthly  benefits  under  any  other  subsection 
of  this  section  for  the  month  in  which  he 
attains  such  age  or,  if  later,  the  month  in 
which  he  files  application  under  this  subsec- 
tion, 

"  '(C)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States, 
"  '(D)  (i)  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  has  resided  in  the  United  States  contin- 
ously  for  not  less  than  eighteen  months  be- 
fore the  month  in  which  he  files  application 
for  benefits  under  this  subsection,  or  (ii)  has 
resided  in  the  United  States  continuously  for 
the  ten-year  period  preceding  the  month  in 
which  he  files  application  for  benefits  under 
this  subsection,  and 

"  '(E)  has  filed  application  for  benefits  un- 
der this  subsection, 

shall  be  entitled  to  a  benefit  under  this  sub- 
section for  each  month,  beginning  with  the 
first  month  in  which  he  becomes  so  entitled 
to  such  benefits  and  ending  with  the  month 
preceding  the  month   in  which   he  dies. 


Such  individual's  benefit  for  each  month 
shall  be  equal  to  the  first  figure  In  column 
IV  of  the  table  in  section  215(a) . 
"'(2)  (A)  if— 

"  '(i)  any  individual  is  entitled  to  a  benefit 
for  any  month  under  this  subsection,  and 

"'(ii)  it  is  determined  that  a  periodic 
benefit  or  benefits  are  payable  for  such 
month  to  such  individual  under  any  other 
law  of  the  United  States  or  a  State  or  under 
a  pension  or  retirement  system  established 
by  any  agency  of  the  United  States  or  of  a 
State  or  political  subdivision  thereof  (or  any 
instrumentality  of  the  United  States  or  a 
State  or  a  political  subdivision  or  subdivi- 
sions thereof  which  is  wholly  owned  there- 
by), 

then  the  benefit  referred  to  in  clause  (i) 
shall  be  reduced  (but  not  below  zero)  by  an 
amount  equal  to  such  periodic  benefit  or 
benefits  for  such  month. 

"'(B)  If  any  periodic  benefit  referred  to 
in  subparagraph  (A)  (ii)  is  determined  to  be 
payable  on  other  than  a  monthly  basis  (ex- 
cluding a  benefit  payable  in  a  lump  sum 
unless  it  is  a  commutation  of,  or  a  substitute 
for,  periodic  payments) ,  the  reduction  of 
such  individual's  benefit  under  this  para- 
graph shall  be  made  at  such  time  or  times 
and  in  such  amounts  as  the  Secretary  finds 
approximates,  as  nearly  as  practicable,  the 
reduction  prescribed  in  subparagraph  (A). 

"'(C)  In  order  to  assure  that  the  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection  will  be  carried  out, 
the  Secretary  may,  as  a  condition  to  certifica- 
tion for  payment  of  any  monthly  benefit  to 
an  individual  under  this  subsection  (if  it 
appears  to  the  Secretary  that  such  individual 
may  be  eligible  for  a  periodic  benefit  which 
would  give  rise  to  a  reduction  under  this 
paragraph ) ,  require  adequate  assurance  of 
reimbursement  of  the  Federal  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund  in  case  pe- 
riodic benefits,  with  respect  to  which  such  a 
reduction  should  be  made,  become  payable 
to  such  individual  and  such  reduction  is  not 
made. 

"'(D)  Any  agency  of  the  United  States 
which  is  authorized  by  any  law  of  the  United 
States  to  pay  periodic  benefits,  or  has  a  sys- 
tem of  periodic  benefits,  shall  (at  the  request 
of  the  Secretary)  certify  to  him  with  respect 
to  any  individual  such  information  as  the 
Secretary  deems  necessary  to  carry  out  his 
functions  under  this  paragraph.  For  pur- 
poses of  this  subparagraph,  the  term  'agency 
of  the  United  States'  includes  any  instru- 
mentality of  the  United  States  which  is 
wholly  owned  by  the  United  States. 

"  '(3)  Benefits  shall  not  be  paid  under  this 
subsection — 

"  '(A)  to  an  alien  for  any  month  during 
any  part  of  which  he  was  outside  the  United 
States; 

"  '(B)  to  any  individual  for  any  month 
during  all  of  which  he  was  an  inmate  of  a 
public  institution;  or 

"  '(C)  to  any  individual  who  is  a  member 
or  employee  of  an  organization  required  to 
register  under  an  order  of  the  Subversive 
Activities  Control  Board  as  a  Communist- 
action  organization,  a  Communist-front  or- 
ganization, or  a  Communist-infiltrated  or- 
ganization under  the  Internal  Security  Act 
of  1950,  as  amended.' 

"(2)  The  following  provisions  of  section 
202  of  such  Act  are  each  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  'or  (h)'  and  Inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
•(h),  or  (v)': 

"(A)  subsection  (d)(6)(A), 

"(B)  subsection  (e)(4)(A), 

"(C)  subsection  (f)(4)(A), 

"(D)  subsection  (g)  (4)  (A) ,  and 

"(E)  the  first  sentence  of  subsection  (j) 
(!)• 

"(3)  Section  202  (h)(4)(A)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  'or  (g) '  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  '(g),  or  (v)\ 

"(4)  Section  202  (k)  (2)  (B)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  'preceding'. 
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"(e)  In  addition  to  amounts  appropriated 
under  other  provisions  of  law  to  the  Federal 
Old-Age  and  Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri- 
ated to  such  Fund,  from  time  to  time,  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  to  equal,  with 
respect  to  each  individual  who  becomes  en- 
titled to  a  benefit  under  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  by  reason  of  the  amendments 
made  by  subsection  (a) ,  the  sum  of — ■ 

"(A)  the  total  amount  of  employee  and 
employer  taxes  that  would  have  been  paid 
under  the  provisions  of  sections  3101  and 
3111  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
(or  the  corresponding  provisions  of  prior 
law)  if  such  individual  had  been  paid  wages 
(as  denned  in  section  209  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act)  equal  to  the  first  figure  in  column 
III  of  the  table  in  section  215(a)  in  each 
month  of  the  period  beginning  with  Jan- 
uary 1951  (or  January  of  the  year  after  the 
year  in  which  he  attained  age  31,  if  that  is 
later)  and  ending  with  December  of  the 
year  in  which  he  attained  age  69  (or,  if  later, 
December  1962);  and 

"(B)  interest,  compounded  at  3  percent 
per  annum,  on  the  total  amount  determined 
under  subparagraph  (A),  for  each  year  in 
the  period  referred  to  in  such  subparagraph. 

"(f)  The  amendments  made  by  subsec- 
tion (a)  shall  apply  only  in  the  case  of 
monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  for  months  beginning  on  or 
after  the  thirtieth  day  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  Act  based  on  applications 
filed  in  or  after  September  1964." 

EXTENSION    OF    SOCIAL    SECURITY    COVERAGE  TO 
PERSONS  AGE  70  AND  OVER 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  in  our 
midst  there  is  a  group  of  elderly  persons 
whom  the  wheels  of  fortune  have  passed 
by  and  Congress  has  overlooked.  They 
are  the  persons  past  age  72  who  are 
eligible  for  neither  social  security  bene- 
fits nor  for  pensions  from  any  other  pub- 
lic programs.  Virtually  all  of  them,  I 
am  sure,  in  earlier  years  worked  in  em- 
ployment or  were  supported  by  earnings 
from  employment  that  now  is  covered  by 
social  security.  They  would  now  be 
drawing  benefits  except  for  the  fact  that 
they  or  the  family  breadwinner  retired 
or  died  before  or  just  shortly  after 
coverage  was  extended  to  their  job. 
Their  exclusion  from  social  security  was 
little  more  than  a  lottery — they  were 
born  too  early  or  the  Social  Security  Act 
and  its  amendments  were  legislated  too 
late. 

The  plight  of  persons  aged  72  and 
more  is  not  always  clearly  discernible 
because  it  is  masked  by  the  common 
practice  of  considering  persons  aged  65 
and  over  as  a  homogeneous  group.  Such 
is  not  the  case,  however.  There  are  im- 
portant differences  in  the  health  and 
economic  status  of  the  65  and  over  age 
group  and  the  70  and  over  age  group. 
For  example,  17.3  percent  of  the  popu- 
lation aged  65  and  over  were  in  the  labor 
force  in  1963.  A  further  breakdown  re- 
veals, however,  that  for  the  age  group 
65  and  69,  the  percentage  was  27.2,  while 
for  those  70  and  over,  only  11.8  percent 
were  in  the  labor  force. 

Surveys  made  by  the  Public  Health 
Service  at  various  times  in  the  period 
1958-60  show  some  significant  differ- 
ences among  the  elderly  of  different  ages. 
The  age  breakdown  used  in  the  surveys 
is  65  to  74  and  75  and  over.  Seventy- 
four  out  of  100  of  the  younger  group  and 
83  out  of  a  100  of  the  older  group  have 
one  or  more  chronic  diseases.  The  aver- 


age confinement  in  a  short-stay  hospital 
is  approximately  10  percent  higher  for 
the  older  group  than  for  the  younger, 
and  the  average  number  of  hospital  days 
is  about  20  percent  higher.  The  number 
of  bed-disability  days  per  persons  per 
year  is  11  for  persons  65-74  and  19  for 
the  75  plus  age  group.  Only  approxi- 
mately 10  persons  per  1,000  require  con- 
stant home  care  in  the  younger  group  in 
contrast  to  88  per  1,000  for  the  older  age 
group. 

A  survey  conducted  by  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration,  with  the  coopera- 
tion of  the  Bureau  of  Census  in  1963, 
gives  a  picture  of  the  financial  status  of 
the  aged  person  who  is  not  an  OASDI 
beneficiary,  and  shows  the  differences 
between  those  who  are  under  age  73  and 
those  who  are  older.  According  to  the 
survey,  almost  four-fifths  of  the  mar- 
ried couples  not  receiving  OASDI  pay- 
ments, and  with  at  least  one  member 
between  the  ages  65  and  72,  had  income 
from  earnings  in  1962.  For  those  aged 
73  or  more,  only  27  percent  had  money 
from  earnings.  In  terms  of  aggregate 
money  income  received  by  the  two  age 
groups,  76  cents  out  of  every  dollar  came 
from  earnings  and  only  1  penny  from 
public  assistance  for  couples  aged  65  to 
72.  For  couples  73  years  of  age  and 
more,  only  18  cents  of  every  dollar  were 
from  earnings  and  22  cents  were  from 
public  assistance.  The  share  of  total 
income  from  earnings  for  unmarried 
men  aged  65  to  72,  and  not  OASDI  bene- 
ficiaries, was  more  than  seven  times 
greater  than  for  those  73  years  of  age 
or  older;  for  unmarried  women,  it  was 
six  times  larger. 

The  difference  in  the  financial  status 
of  the  two  age  groups  also  is  seen  by  the 
fact  that  less  than  one-fifth  of  the 
younger  aged  couples  had  an  annual 
money  income  less  than  $2,000  and  47 
percent  had  $5,000  or  over.  In  contrast, 
about  two-thirds  of  the  older  couples 
had  under  $2,000  and  only  8  percent  had 
$5,000  or  more. 

I  strongly  urge,  therefore,  that  per- 
sons aged  72  and  more  who  receive  no 
public  pension  be  given  social  security 
benefits.  Their  number  is  relatively 
small.  This  is  small  consolation,  of 
course,  to  the  unfortunate  ones  con- 
cerned. It  does  mean,  however,  that  the 
cost  for  extending  benefits  to  them  will 
not  be  unreasonable.  Moreover,  the  cost 
of  old-age  assistance  would  be  reduced. 
We  must  remember  that  many  persons 
over  72  years  of  age  who  are  now  getting 
social  security  benefits  worked  only  a 
very  short  time  in  covered  jobs  and  con- 
tributed only  a  a  very  small  amount  to- 
ward the  cost  of  their  benefits.  It  has 
been  estimated  that  the  contribution 
made  by  OASDI  beneficiaries  aged  72  and 
over  now  on  the  rolls  together  with  that 
of  their  employers  covers  only  about  6  or 
7  percent  of  their  benefit.  We  see,  there- 
fore, that  persons  72  and  over  fortunate 
enough  to  be  eligible  for  social  security 
benefits  are  being  carried  along  by 
others. 

Ideally,  I  should  like  to  see  all  sep- 
tuagenarians and  their  elders,  even  if 
drawing  pensions  from  other  public  pro- 
grams, be  given  social  security  benefits, 
at  least  to  the  extent  that  their  other 


pensions  fall  short  of  the  amount  they 
would  be  entitled  to  under  social  secur- 
ity. I  have  introduced  a  bill — S.  2593 — 
to  this  effect,  the  benefits  to  be  financed 
from  general  revenues. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  had  not  had  an  opportunity  to 
study  the  amendment  before  it  was  of- 
fered. But  the  Library  of  Congress  in- 
forms me  that  it  is  estimated  that  the 
cost  would  be  $900  million.  This  is  a  bill 
involving  an  extremely  large  cost.  I 
hope  that  we  do  not  add  expensive  items 
to  the  bill.  I  believe  that  if  we  were  to 
do  so,  it  would  greatly  jeopardize  the 
passage  of  the  bill.  While  I  sympathize 
with  the  Senator  from  Vermont  in  his 
desire  to  help  people  who  have  merito- 
rious claims  for  assistance,  I  believe  that, 
in  this  bill,  we  are  doing  as  much  as  we 
can  hope  to  do. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.   I  yield. 

Mr.  PROUTY.  I  think  the  $900  mil- 
lion figure  was  based  on  age  70.  My 
amendment  refers  to  age  72  and  over.  I 
think  it  would  quite  substantially  reduce 
the  cost. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  esti- 
mate based  on  that  group  is  $800  million. 

Mr.  PROUTY.    On  age  70  or  72  ? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Seventy-two. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Protjty]  has 
offered  an  amendment  which  received 
considerable  discussion  in  the  Commit- 
tee on  Finance  when  this  matter  was 
before  it.  It  is  a  real  problem.  A  large 
number  of  people  are  not  eligible  for 
coverage.  It  is  not  their  fault.  They  are 
professional  people,  farm  people,  school- 
teachers, and  many  other  groups.  It  is  a 
rather  difficult  problem  to  include  all 
of  them  without  requiring  any  coverage. 

I  believe  it  should  be  stated  for  the 
Record  that  the  bill  before  the  Senate 
would  reduce  the  required  coverage  from 
six  quarters  in  a  iy2-year  period  to  three 
quarters.  That  would  take  in  400,000 
people. 

It  was  brought  out  in  the  testimony 
before  the  committee  that  there  would 
be  between  1%  and  2  million  people  who 
would  be  affected  if  we  were  to  remove 
all  restrictions.  As  stated,  it  would  cost 
$800  million. 

I  believe  we  should  keep  in  mind  that 
the  400,000  people  who  would  be  included 
on  the  basis  of  the  reduction  to  3-quar- 
ter-period  coverage  would  cost  $160  mil- 
lion. So,  there  would  be  quite  an  addi- 
tional cost. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long]  brought  this  matter  up.  I  entered 
into  the  discussion.  It  is  a  problem  that 
needs  to  be  looked  into.  The  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Prouty]  has 
brought  this  problem  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senate. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
colloquy  that  I  had  with  the  Secretary 
of  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare,  Mr.  Celebrezze,  be- 
ginning on  page  97  and  ending  on  page 
99  of  the  transcript  of  the  hearings,  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 


196k 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


20889 


There  being  no  objection,  the  colloquy 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Senator  Carlson.  I  am  interested  In  your 
proposal,  that  Senator  Long  went  Into.  You 
are  opening  up  a  field  here,  are  you  not,  that 
is  going  to  be  new  in  this  program  when  you 
take  in  those  people  70  years  old  and  older 
by  really  reducing  the  coverage  required? 

Secretary  Celebrezze.  That  again  was  in- 
cluded by  the  House  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee.  The  committee  voted  to  put  that  in. 

Senator  Carlson.  Did  the  Department  rec- 
ommed  this? 

Secretary  Celebrezze.  No,  the  Department 
did  not  recommend  it,  but  when  it  was  voted 
in,  we  didn't  oppose  it. 

Senator  Carlson.  You  are  not  opposed  to  it 
now,  if  we  include  it? 

Secretary  Celebrezze.  No. 

Senator  Carlson.  It  is  an  interesting  sug- 
gestion, and  I  can  see  great  possibilities.  I 
share  the  views  of  Senator  Long. 

Secretary  Celebrezze.  I  can  defend  the  po- 
sition of  the  committee  more  in  this  instance 
than  I  could  defend  Senator  Long's  proposal, 
because  these  individuals  have  been  covered. 
They  all  have  had  some  social  security  cover- 
age. They  didn't  have  six  quarters,  but  some 
had  five,  some  had  four  and  some  had  three, 
and  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  drew 
the  line  there;  they  said  anybody  in  this  age 
group  with  three  quarters  of  coverage  should 
get  benefits.  Senator  Long  would  give  peo- 
ple that  don't  have  any  coverage,  any  quar- 
ters of  coverage,  the  benefits.  So  there  is  a 
distinction  between  the  two. 

Senator  Carlson.  This  is  very  true.  There 
is  a  distinction  but  isn't  the  next  logical  step 
to  include  them? 

Senator  Bennett.  You  would  make  it 
covered  with  two  quarters  of  coverage,  one 
quarter  of  coverage,  and  then  24  hours  of 
coverage,  so  that  there  is  a  token  obedience 
to  the  principle  established  in  the  law.  But 
we  have  already  passed  the  point  where  

Secretary  Celebrezze.  Except  that  in  the 
long  run  you  are  getting  almost  complete 
coverage  under  the  social  security  program 
for  years  ahead,  so  that  almost  everyone  will 
have  contributed  to  the  program  long 
enough  to  be  insured  even  when  the  re- 
quirement becomes  10  years  of  coverage. 

Senator  Carlson.  It  seems  to  me  that  is 
an  argument  why  they  should  be  included, 
because  that  group  of  people  is  gradually 
going  out,  and  they  are  folks  who  had  no 
opportunity  to  get  under  the  social  security 
program.  I  am  thinking  of  the  self-em- 
ployed. I  am  thinking  of  people  in  agricul- 
ture. They  contribute  to  the  cost  of  these 
programs  indirectly.  This  is  not  just  a  tax 
burden  on  the  employer  and  employee.  It 
is  a  burden  on  the  consumers  in  this  coun- 
try.  It  seems  to  me  that  

Secretary  Celebrezze.  Most  of  these  peo- 
pjle  that  you  are  referring  to  are  under  some 
sort  of  State  program.  The  moneys  to  pay 
benefits  to  them  would  have  to  come  out  of 
general  revenue  funds;  they  couldn't  come 
out  of  social  security  trust  funds.  So  in 
most  instances  what  you  would  be  doing  is 
substituting  Federal  funds  for  State  funds, 
since  many  of  them  are  drawing  some  sort  of 
assistance  under  a  State  plan. 

Mr.  Ball.  Senator,  you  might  want  for 
the  record  some  figures  to  illustrate  what 
the  Secretary  was  Just  saying.  The  effec- 
tiveness of  social  security  coverage  now 
among  the  aged  has  gone  so  far  that  the 
group  we  art  talking  about  has  gotten  small- 
er and  smaller.  We  are  now  dealing  with  a 
problem  of  from  1%  to  2  million  people,  de- 
pending upon  just  what  group  you  would 
blanket  in.  Within  the  group  800,000  to 
900,000  are  receiving  old-age  assistance  from 
the  States.  Blanketing  in  at  the  minimum 
social  security  benefit  would  not  remove  very 
many  of  those  people  from  the  assistance 


roles.  We  estimate  maybe  180,000  might  ac- 
tually be  removed.  Most  of  them  would  be 
just  getting  their  money  partly  from  one 
source  and  partly  from  another,  and  still 
would  have  to  be  on  State  old-age  assist- 
ance, and  would  have  partly  shifted  their 
source  of  support  from  the  Federal-State 
program  to  an  entirely  general  revenue  pro- 
gram of  the  Federal  Government. 

What  I  am  trying  to  say  is  that  the  situa- 
tion has  changed  quite  a  lot  since  the  old 
days,  in  this  issue  of  blanketing  in.  I  think 
there  was  perhaps  more  merit  to  the  idea 
at  an  earlier  stage  and  that  now  we  are  get- 
ting to  a  very  diminishing  situation. 

Senator  Carlson.  Now,  you  are  going  to 
put  400,000  in  that  that  would  qualify  under 
this  proposal. 

Mr.  Ball.  The  three-quarters  provision; 
yes. 

Senator  Carlson.  That  is  right;  400,000. 

Mr.  Ball.  As  the  Secretary  said,  we  didn't 
really  recommend  that,  although  we  are  not 
opposing  it. 

Senator  Carlson.  Now,  I  notice  if  it  passed 
it  would  cost  0.01  percent — I  don't  know 
too  much  about  percentages.  How  much  is 
that  in  dollars? 

Mr.  Ball.  $160  million  in  the  first  year. 

There  is  another  aspect,  Senator,  that  I 
think  you  might  want  to  keep  in  mind  in 
relation  to  any  blanketing-in  proposal,  and 
that  is  that  what  the  House  provided  is  a 
transitional  provision.  The  idea  was  that 
these  older  people  are  in  the  situation  that 
they  are  in  because  their  occupations,  or 
their  husbands'  occupations,  weren't  under 
social  security  soon  enough.  But  they  are  a 
disappearing  group.  The  provision  wasn't 
made  a  permanent  provision,  and  it  would 
wash  out  after  a  time. 

Senator  Carlson.  Of  course,  when  we  orig- 
inally put  them  in,  we  put  them  in  whether 
they  had  any  coverage  or  not,  I  mean  any 
contribution.  We  blanketed  in  a  great  many 
of  them  at  the  beginning  of  this  program. 

Mr.  Ball.  No,  Senator.  People  have  al- 
ways had  to  have  some  coverage  under  social 
security,  to  get  benefits.  The  minimum  has 
been  a  year  and  a  half — six  quarters. 

Senator  Carlson.  Now,  this  400,000  is  go- 
ing to  cost  $160  million.  How  many  others 
would  there  be  eligible  if  we  just  took  all  of 
them  in,  say,  1  million — was  the  figure? 

Mr.  Cohen.  Senator,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  what  the  Ways  and  Means  Com- 
mittee did  on  this  amendment  was  to  say 
that  anybody  who  did  have  some  quarters  of 
coverage  could  be  brought  in  because  their 
benefits  could  reasonably  be  financed  out  of 
the  regular  social  security  income.  They  did 
not  vote  to  broaden  it  to  people  who  had  no 
quarters  of  coverage,  because  our  recom- 
mendation was  that  benefits  for  those  people 
had  to  come  out  of  general  revenues. 

I  think  that  is  the  biggest  distinction  here, 
as  the  Secretary  said.  People  who  have  some 
quarters  of  coverage,  these  people  with  three, 
four,  and  five,  could  be  brought  under  and 
the  cost  of  their  benefits  would  be  met  out 
of  the  social  security  taxes.  If  you  go  fur- 
ther and  extend  it  to  people  who  have  no 
quarters  of  coverage — who  never  have  con- 
tributed anything — then  logically  you  would 
have  to  pay  that  cost  out  of  general  revenues. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
ProtjtyI. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  call  up 
my  amendment  No.  1250. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  proposed, 
at  the  end  of  the  bill,  to  insert  the  follow- 
ing new  section:  "Coverage  for  Doctors 
of  Medicine." 


Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  reading 
of  the  amendment  be  dispensed  with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the  amend- 
ment will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  insert  the  following 
new  section: 

"coverage  for  doctors  of  medicine 

"Sec.  9.  (a)(1)  Section  211(c)(5)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

"  '(5)  The  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual in  the  exercise  of  his  profession  as 
a  Christian  Science  practitioner.'  " 

(2)  Section  211(c)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  the  last  two  sen- 
tences and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4) 
or  (5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other  than 
service  performed  by  a  member  of  a  religious 
order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a 
member  of  such  order)  performed  by  an 
individual  during  the  period  for  which  a  cer- 
tificate filed  by  him  under  section  1402(e) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  in 
effect." 

(3)  Section  210(a)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  such  Act 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ",  other 
than  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  or  a  medi- 
cal or  dental  resident  in  training". 

(4)  Section  210(a)  (13)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  the 
first  semicolon. 

(b)  (1)  Section  1402(c)  (5)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition 
of  trade  or  business)  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows : 

"(5)  the  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual in  the  exercise  of  his  profession  as 
a  Christian  Science  practitioner." 

(2)  Section  1402(c)  of  such  Code  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  the  last  two  sen- 
tences and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: "The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4) 
or  (5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other  than 
service  performed  by  a  member  of  a  religious 
order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a 
member  of  such  order)  performed  by  an  in- 
dividual during  the  period  for  which  a  cer- 
tificate filed  by  him  under  subsection  (e)  is 
in  effect." 

(3)  (A)  Section  1402(e)(1)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  filing  of  waiver  certificate  by 
ministers,  members  of  religious  orders,  and 
Christian  Science  practitioners)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "extended  to  service"  and  all 
that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"extended  to  service  described  in  subsection 
(c)  (4)  or  (c)  (5)  performed  by  him." 

(B)  Clause  (A)  of  section  1402(e)(2)  of 
such  Code  (relating  to  time  for  filing  waiver 
certificate)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
"(A)  the  due  date  of  the  return  (including 
any  extension  thereof)  for  his  second  tax- 
able year  ending  after  1954  for  which  he  has 
net  earnings  from  self -employment  (com- 
puted without  regard  to  subsections  (c)  (4) 
and  (c)(5))  of  $400  or  more,  any  part  of 
which  was  derived  from  the  performance  of 
service  described  in  subsection  (c)(4)  or 
(c)  (5);  or". 

(4)  Section  3121(b)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  definition  of  employment) 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semi- 
colon at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ", 
other  than  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  or 
a  medical  or  dental  resident  in  training". 

(5)  Section  3121(b)  (13)  of  such  Code  is 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  the 
first  semicolon. 

(c)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (a),  and  by  para- 
graphs (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  subsection  (b), 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years 
ending  after  December  31,  1964.   The  amend- 
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ments  made  by  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  of 
subsection  (a),  and  by  paragraphs  (4)  and 
(5)  of  subsection  (b),  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  services  performed  after  1964. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  names  of 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribi- 
coff],  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsyl- 
vania [Mr.  Clark]  be  added  as  cospon- 
sors  of  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DODD.  Mr.  President,  the  Sena- 
tor from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  the  Sen- 
ator from  Alaska  [Mr.  Gruening],  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Javits], 
the  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son], and  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Muskie]  are  also  cosponsors  of  this 
amendment. 

The  only  group  of  professional  people 
not  covered  by  social  security  is  self- 
employed  physicians. 

And  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  the 
only  reason  this  inequitable  situation 
exists  is  that  the  American  Medical  As- 
sociation opposes  this  coverage. 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee  Re- 
port, in  explaining  the  committee's  de- 
cision to  delete  the  section  of  the  House 
bill  extending  this  coverage  to  doctors, 
states: 

The  provision  in  the  House  bill  extending 
coverage  to  self-employed  physicians  has 
been  deleted  because  the  national  associa- 
tion representing  70  percent  of  the  physi- 
cians in  the  United  States  has,  once  again, 
indicated  to  the  committee  its  opposition  to 
the  inclusion  of  self-employed  physicians. 

The  same  reason  was  given  in  1960, 
when  the  Finance  Committee  deleted  a 
similar  House  provision. 

Now,  I  have  been  following  this  mat- 
ter since  my  first  year  in  the  Senate, 
1959,  during  which  I  introduced  legisla- 
tion to  provide  social  security  insurance 
for  physicians. 

I  do  not  think  that  AMA  opposition  is 
sufficient  reason  to  deprive  thousands  of 
physicians  and  their  families  of  the  basic 
social  security  coverage  that  they  want 
and  which  is  available  to  millions  of 
other  Americans. 

There  is  substantial  and  strong  evi- 
dence that  the  AMA  is  not  speaking  for 
most  doctors.  Polls  have  been  taken  or 
resolutions  passed  by  the  medical  socie- 
ties in  26  States  and  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  a  chart  covering  the  polling  of  these 
27  State  medical  societies  inserted  in  the 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  my  remarks. 

In  18  of  these  States  and  in  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  a  clear  majority  of  the 
doctors  support  social  security  coverage. 

For  example,  in  Connecticut  1,391 
support  and  504  oppose  it,  a  percentage 
in  favor  of  slightly  over  73  percent. 

In  Rhode  Island,  70  percent  and  in 
Vermont  65  percent  have  expressed  a 
preference  for  social  security  coverage. 

In  the  District  of  Columbia,  550  physi- 
cians favor  and  192  are  opposed.  This 
is  a  percentage  in  favor  of  74. 

The  States  where  social  security  cov- 
erage is  supported  include  the  more 
populous  in  the  country,  such  as  my  own 
State  of  Connecticut,  New  York,  Cali- 
fornia, Massachusetts,  Pennsylvania, 
and  Ohio. 


In  the  AMA  house  of  delegates,  these 
States  are  represented  by  110  votes  out 
of  the  total  of  202. 

This  is  a  clear  majority  of  the  house  of 
delegate  votes  and  it  would  remain  so 
even  if  the  24  States  not  yet  polled  all 
vote  against  coverage. 

To  date,  in  only  eight  States  doctors 
have  opposed  social  security  coverage. 

There  is  other  evidence  that  substanti- 
ates the  results  I  have  cited.  Two  highly 
respected,  independent  medical  publica- 
tions have  conducted  national  polls. 
Medical  Economics,  in  October  of  1958, 
reported  that  56  percent  of  the  doctors 
responding  favored  social  security  cover- 
age. 

Medical  Tribune,  in  July  of  1961,  re- 
ported that  57.7  percent  of  the  doctors 
who  responded  favored  this  coverage. 

But  in  spite  of  all  this  evidence,  or 
perhaps  because  of  it,  the  AMA  has 
steadfastly  refused  to  complete  a  poll  of 
all  of  its  members  on  this  question,  even 
though  the  medical  societies  of  a  number 
of  States  have  asked  that  a  State-by- 
State  survey  be  carried  through  to  a  con- 
clusion. 

The  reasons  given  for  this  by  the  AMA 
are  that  a  poll  "would  be  subject  to  great 
error  in  that  it  presupposed  equal  knowl- 
edge on  the  part  of  all  polled"  and  that 
"it  would  create  inflexible  policy  state- 
ments and  would  endanger  the  usefulness 
of  the  house  of  delegates." 

I  ask  my  colleagues  what  could  be 
more  "inflexible"  than  an  identical  ex- 
pression of  policy  year  after  year  after 
year  and  what  could  render  the  house 
of  delegates  less  useful  than  to  persist 
in  misrepresenting  the  views  of  its  mem- 
bers, or  to  refuse  to  get  an  accurate 
sounding  of  membership  opinion? 

If  the  AMA  wishes  to  give  substance 
and  respectability  to  its  opposition,  it 
should  encourage  the  completion  of  a 
nationwide  poll.  Failing  this,  however,  I 
think  Congress  has  no  choice  but  to  pro- 
ceed on  the  basis  of  the  facts  available  to 
it. 

And  these  facts  point  to  a  desire  by  a 
majority  of  doctors  and  their  families  to 
have  social  security  coverage. 

If  I  were  not  convinced  that  this  is  so, 
I  would  not  be  on  the  Senate  floor  to- 
day urging  my  colleagues  to  restore  the 
section  of  the  bill  extending  coverage  to 
self-employed  physicians. 

There  are  many  reasons  why  self-em- 
ployed doctors  should  be  covered  if  they 
wish  it. 

During  the  hearings  before  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  there  was  some  dis- 
cussion of  this  aspect,  indeed  the  most 
important  aspect,  of  the  problem. 

My  able  colleague  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  Ribicoff]  questioned  the  AMA  rep- 
resentative at  some  length  concerning 
the  value  of  social  security  coverage  to 
the  wives  and  children  of  doctors. 

I  would  like  to  quote  just  a  part  of  this 
exchange : 

Question.  Don't  you  think  that  the  widows 
and  orphans  of  doctors  are  entitled  to  as 
much  protection  as  the  widows  and  orphans 
of  dentists  and  architects  and  day  laborers 
and  clerks  and  plumbers?  Don't  you  think 
that  the  family  of  doctors  are  entitled  to 
protection? 

Answer.  Well,  you  put  this  again  on  an 
emotional  basis. 


Question.  I  am  not  putting  it  on  an  emo- 
tional basis  at  all.  Doctor.  I  am  putting  it 
on  a  very  practical  basis  that  covers  every 
widow  and  every  orphan  of  every  occupation 
and  protection  in  America  with  the  exception 
of  doctors,  and  I  am  Just  asking  you  why 
there  should  be  a  difference  to  those  widows 
and  those  orphans. 

Answer.  Well,  theoretically  there  shouldn't 
be  any  difference,  but  as  I  said,  we  are  look- 
ing at  the  practical  overall  picture  with  re- 
spect to  a  tax  program.  This  is,  I  believe, 
the  reason  why  the  American  Medical  As- 
sociation House  of  Delegates  has  taken  a 
stand  against  it  as  a  practical  measure,  not- 
withstanding the  existence  of  cases  that 
would  involve  a  great  deal  of  sympathetic 
emotion. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  millions  of 
people  in  this  country  who  have  sur- 
vivorship under  the  social  security  pro- 
gram. 

Wives  and  children  of  men  in  just 
about  every  conceivable  occupation 
know  that  should  tragedy  strike  they 
will  be  able  to  count  on  income  from  this 
source. 

But  the  wives  and  children  of  the  ap- 
proximately 170,000  self-employed  phy- 
sicians who  would  be  covered  by  my 
amendment,  and  section  8  of  the  House 
bill,  are  being  arbitrarily  excluded  from 
social  security  survivorship  benefits. 

So  what  happens  to  the  widow  of  a 
young  doctor,  with  one  or  two  or  three 
children?  Frequently  a  doctor  35  or  40 
years  old  has  not  been  in  private  practice 
long  enough  to  make  adequate  provision 
on  his  own  for  his  family,  so  the  widow 
has  neither  private  nor  social  security 
benefits  to  fall  back  on. 

The  AMA  admits  this  is  an  unfortu- 
nate situation,  but  it  is  unwilling  to  per- 
mit a  modest  step  in  the  direction  of  try- 
ing to  meet  this  problem,  this  terrible 
gap  in  our  social  security  system. 

Another  interesting  argument  made 
against  coverage  is  that  physicians  do 
not  retire  at  the  age  of  65.  All  I  will  say 
in  answer  to  that  is  perhaps  more  of 
them  would  if  they  could  afford  to  do  so. 

Some  private  income  plus  basic  social 
security  benefits  may  in  many  cases  give 
a  self-employed  doctor  a  large  enough 
potential  retirement  income  so  that  he 
will  feel  he  is  able  financially  to  retire  at 
65  or  66  or  70,  and  enjoy  a  few  leisure 
hours  during  his  remaining  years. 

Each  year  more  and  more  people  can 
count  on  social  security  benefits  and 
other  retirement  income  once  they  reach 
the  age  of  65.  Social  security  is  an  in- 
tegral part  of  most  people's  retirement 
plans.  Why  should  it  not  be  so  for  doc- 
tors as  well? 

One  final  point  that  I  want  to  make  in 
support  of  this  amendment  is  that  pres- 
ently between  35  and  45  percent  of  all 
medical  doctors  either  have  earned  or 
are  now  earning  social  security  credits, 
as  a  result  of  service  in  the  Armed 
Forces,  or  as  salaried  employees  of  vari- 
ous enterprises. 

Ironically,  doctors  employed  by  the 
AMA  and  its  affiliate  societies  are 
covered  and  this  may  even  include  some 
of  the  members  of  the  house  of  dele- 
gates which  has  so  consistently  opposed 
coverage  for  self-employed  doctors. 

Some  of  the  self-employed  physicians 
are  in  the  position  of  having  contributed 
to  social  security  for  a  number  of  quar- 
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ters.  But  once  they  open  up  their  own 
practice  they  are  denied  the  opportunity 
to  continue  and  build  up  enough  credits 
so  that  they  can  retire  or  leave  survivor- 
ship benefits  should  they  die  at  an  early 
age. 

It  is  about  time  that  we  in  the  Con- 
gress take  the  initiative,  make  a  judg- 
ment on  the  basis  of  the  available  infor- 
mation, and  close  this  gap  in  social  secu- 
rity coverage  without  any  further  delay. 

I  hope  my  colleagues  will  agree  with 
me  on  the  merits  of  this  amendment  and 
restore  it  to  H.R.  11380. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to 
call  the  roll. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Dodd]. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield 
back  his  time? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  back 
my  time. 

Mr.  DODD.    I  yield  back  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Connecticut. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ALLOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the 
amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  which  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  without  reading.  I  shall 
explain  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With- 
out objection,  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Hum- 
phrey is  as  follows: 

At  the  proper  place  in  the  bill,  add  the 
following: 

Sec.  19.  (a)(1)  Section  223(a)(1)(B)  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  (other 
than  an  individual  whose  disability  is  blind- 
ness, as  denned  in  subsection  (c)(2)),  has 
not  attained  the  age  of  65,".  (2)  Subsection 
(a)  (1)  of  section  223  of  such  Act  is  amended 
by  striking  out  "the  month  in  which  he  at- 
tains age  65"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"in  the  case  of  any  individual  (other  than 
an  individual  whose  disability  is  blindness, 
as  defined  in  subsection  (c)(2)),  the  month 
in  which  he  attains  age  65". 

(3)  That  part  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section 
223(a)  of  such  Act  which  precedes  subpara- 
graph (A)  thereof  is  amended  by  Inserting 
Immediately  after  "(if  a  man)"  the  follow- 
ing: ",  and  (in  the  case  of  any  individual 
whose  disability  is  blindness,  as  denned  in 


subsection  (c)  (2) )  as  though  he  were  a  fully 
insured  individual,". 

(b)  (1)  Paragraph  (1)  of  subsection  (c) 
of  section  223  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(1)  by  inserting  "(other  than  an  individ- 
ual whose  disability  is  blindness,  as  defined 
in  paragraph  (2))"  after  "An  individual"; 
and 

(2)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing new  sentence:  "An  individual  whose 
disability  is  blindness  (as  defined  in  para- 
graph <2)  )  shall  be  insured  for  disability  in- 
surance benefits  in  any  month  if  he  had  not 
less  than  six  quarters  of  coverage  before  the 
quarter  in  which  such  month  occurs.". 

(2)  Paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of 
section  223  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  "The  term  'disability' 
means  (A)  inability  to  engage  in  any  sub- 
stantial gainful  activity  by  reason  of  any 
medically  determinable  physical  or  mental 
impairment  which  can  be  expected  to  result 
in  death  or  to  be  of  long-continued  and 
indefinite  duration,  or  (B)  blindness.  The 
term  'blindness'  means  central  visual  acuity 
of  20/200  or  less  in  the  better  eye  with  the 
use  of  correcting  lenses,  or  visual  acuity 
greater  than  20/200  if  accompanied  by  a  lim- 
itation in  the  fields  of  vision  such  that  the 
widest  diameter  of  the  visual  field  subtends 
an  angle  no  greater  than  twenty  degrees.". 

(c)  (1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  216 
(i)(l)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  "(B)"  and  all  that  follows,  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "(B)  blind- 
ness (as  defined  in  section  223(c)  (2)  )." 

(2)  The  second  sentence  of  such  section 
216(i)  (1)  is  hereby  repealed. 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  section  222(b)  (1) 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "(other 
than  such  an  individual  whose  disability  is 
blindness,  as  defined  in  section  223(c)  (2)  )" 
after  "an  individual  entitled  to  disability  in- 
surance benefits". 

Sec.  2.  The  amendments  made  by  the  first 
section  of  this  Act  shall  apply  only  with  re- 
spect to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  on  the 
basis  of  applications  for  -such  benefits  filed 
in  or  after  such  month. 

DISABILITY  INSURANCE  FOR  THE  BLIND 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  my 
amendment  would  liberalize  the  Federal 
disability  insurance  program  for  persons 
who  are  now  blind — and,  perhaps  even  of 
greater  importance — it  would  make  dis- 
ability insurance  payments  more  readily 
available  to  more  persons  who  become 
blind  at  the  time  when  blindness  occurs. 

My  amendment  would  do  the  follow- 
ing: 

First.  It  would  incorporate  the  gen- 
erally recognized  and  widely  used  defini- 
tion of  blindness  into  the  provisions  of 
the  disability  insurance  law;  that  is, 
blindness  is  central  visional  acuity  of 
20/200  or  less  in  the  better  eye  with  cor- 
recting lenses,  or  visual  acuity  greater 
than  20/200  if  accompanied  by  a  limita- 
tion in  the  field  of  vision  such  that  the 
widest  diameter  of  the  visual  field  sub- 
tends an  angle  no  greater  than  20  de- 
grees. 

Second.  It  would  allow  any  person  who 
meets  this  definition  in  visual  loss,  and 
who  has  worked  in  social  security  cov- 
ered employment  for  a  year  and  a  half — 
six  quarters — to  qualify  for  disability 
cash  benefits. 

Third.  It  would  allow  persons  who 
meet  the  above  requirements  in  meas- 
urable sightlessness  and  length  of  time 


in  covered  employment  to  draw  disability 
benefits,  and  to  continue  to  draw  them,  so 
long  as  they  remain  blind — and  irrespec- 
tive of  their  income  or  earnings,  if  they 
are  fortunate  enough  to  be  employed. 

This  amendment  seeks  to  make  the 
disability  insurance  program  a  true  in- 
surance program  against  the  economic 
catastrophe  of  blindness,  against  the  eco- 
nomic disadvantages  which  result  when 
blindness  occurs  in  the  life  of  a  working- 
man. 

Under  present  law,  a  person  who  is 
blind  and  unable  to  secure  social  secu- 
rity covered  work  for  5  years,  cannot 
qualify  for  disability  insurance  pay- 
ments. Reducing  the  present  require- 
ment from  20  to  6  quarters  would  be  a 
much  more  reasonable  and  realistic  re- 
quirement for  people  who,  though  often- 
times well  qualified  for  gainful  work,  still 
encounter  much  difficulty  in  obtaining 
any  work  at  all. 

Under  existing  law,  a  worker  who  be- 
comes blind  but  has  not  worked  for  5 
years  in  covered  employment  is  denied 
the  sustaining  support  of  disability  in- 
surance payments  at  a  time  when  his 
whole  world  has  collapsed,  when  disaster 
has  terminated  his  earnings  and  dimin- 
ished his  earning  power,  and  he  is  faced 
with  surrendering  dignity  and  self -pride 
and  applying  for  public  or  private  char- 
ity— hardly  a  sound  basis  upon  which  to 
rebuild  a  shattered  life ;  hardly  the  basis 
for  instilling  self-confidence  and  reviving 
hope — so  essential  as  the  first  step  in  re- 
habilitation and  restoration  to  normal 
life  and  productive  livelihood. 

Under  existing  law,  a  person  who  is 
blind  and  earns  but  the  meagerest  of  in- 
come, is  denied  disability  insurance  pay- 
ments on  the  ground  that  even  the 
meagerest  earnings  indicate  such  person 
is  not  disabled — or  sufficiently  disabled 
in  the  eyes  of  the  law — to  qualify  for  dis- 
ability payments. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  President,  the 
economic  consequences  of  blindness  exist, 
and  they  continue  to  exist,  even  though 
a  blind  person  is  employed  and  earning, 
and  these  economic  consequences  are  ex- 
pensive to  the  blind  person  who  has  the 
will  and  the  courage  to  compete  in  a  pro- 
fession or  a  business  with  sighted  people, 
who  must  live  and  work  in  a  society 
structured  for  sighted  people. 

Adoption  of  this  amendment  would 
provide  a  minimum  floor  of  financial 
security  to  the  person  who  must  live  and 
work  without  sight,  who  must  pay  a  price 
in  dollars  and  cents  for  wanting  and  dar- 
ing to  function  in  equality  with  sighted 
men. 

I  have  discussed  this  amendment  with 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana.  I  hope  he 
will  take  it  to  conference. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, we  are  willing  to  have  it  considered 
in  conference. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.   I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  From  what  source 
does  this  particular  standard  come? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  From  medical 
sources,  the  Institute  for  the  Blind. 


20892 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


September  3 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Institute  for  the 
Blind  recommends  that  this  standard  be 
used? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  back  his 
time? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 
Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.    I  yield  back 
my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  an  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I  of- 
fer the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
reading  of  the  amendment  be  dispensed 
with. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  will  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Mc- 
Carthy is  as  follows : 

At  the  end  of  the  bill,  add  the  following 
new  section: 

"PROVISIONS   RELATING   TO   COVERAGE   FOR  DOC- 
TORS  OF  MEDICINE 

"Sec.  19.  (a)  (1)  Section  211(c)  is  amended 
(A)  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  para- 
graph (4)  thereof,  and  (B)  by  striking  out 
paragraph  (5)  thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu 
of  such  paragraph  (5)  the  following: 

"'(5)  The  performance  of  service  by  an 
individual  in  the  exercise  of  his  profession 
as  a  Christian  Science  practitioner;  or 

"  '(6)  The  performance  of  service  by  an 
individual  in  the  exercise  of  his  profession 
as  a  doctor  of  medicine.' 

"(2)  Section  211(c)  of  such  Act  is  further 
amended  by  striking  out  the  last  two  sen- 
tences and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol- 
lowing: 'The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4)  or 
(5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other  than 
service  performed  by  a  member  of  a  religious 
order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a 
member  of  such  order)  performed  by  an  in- 
dividual during  the  period  for  which  a  cer- 
tificate filed  by  him  under  section  1402(e) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  in 
effect.  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (6)  shall 
not  apply  to  service  performed  by  an  indi- 
vidual (i)  during  the  period  for  which  a  cer- 
tificate filed  by  him  under  section  1402(h) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  in 
effect,  or  (ii)  after  December  31,  1964,  if  such 
service  is  performed  by  an  individual  who 
did  not  perform  service  in  the  exercise  of  his 
profession  as  a  doctor  of  medicine  on  or  prior 
to  December  31,  1964.' 

"(3)  Section  210(a)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semi- 
colon at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ', 
other  than  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  or  a 
medical  or  dental  resident  in  training'. 

"(4)  Section  210  (a)  (13)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  the 
first  semicolon. 

"(b)  (1)  Section  1402(c)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  (relating  to  definition 
of  trade  or  business)  is  amended  (A)  by  strik- 
ing out  'or'  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (4) 
thereof,  and  (B)  by  striking  out  paragraph 
(5)  thereof,  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such 
paragraph  (5)  the  following: 

"  '(5)  the  performance  of  service  by  an 
individual  in  the  exercise  of  his  profession 
as  a  Christian  Science  practitioner; 

"  '(6)  the  performance  of  service  by  an  in- 
dividual in  the  exercise  of  his  profession  as  a 
doctor  of  medicine.' 

"(2)  Section  1402  (c)  of  such  Code  is  fur- 
ther amended  by  striking  out  the  last  two 
sentences  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following:  "The  provisions  of  paragraph  (4) 


or  (5)  shall  not  apply  to  service  (other  than 
service  performed  by  a  member  of  a  religious 
order  who  has  taken  a  vow  of  poverty  as  a 
member  of  such  order)  performed  by  an  in- 
dividual during  the  period  for  which  a  cer- 
tificate filed  by  him  under  subsection  (e)  is 
in  effect.  The  provisions  of  paragraph  (6) 
shall  not  apply  to  service  performed  by  an 
individual  (i)  during  the  period  for  which 
a  certificate  filed  by  him  under  subsection  (h) 
is  in  effect,  or  (ii)  after  December  31,  1964, 
if  such  service  is  performed  by  an  individual 
who  did  not  perform  service  in  the  exercise 
of  his  profession  as  a  doctor  of  medicine  on 
or  prior  to  December  31,  1964.' 

"(3)  (A)  Section  1042(e)  (1)  of  such  Code 
(relating  to  filing  of  waiver  certificate  by 
ministers,  members  of  religious  orders,  and 
Christian  Science  practitioners)  is  amended 
by  striking  out  'extended  to  service'  and  all 
that  follows  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
'extended  to  service  described  in  subsection 
(c)  (4)  or  (c)  (5)  performed  by  him.' 

"(B)  Clause  (A)  of  section  1402(e)(2)  of 
such  Code  (relating  to  time  for  filing  waiver 
certificate)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
'(A)  the  due  date  of  the  return  (including 
any  extension  thereof)  for  his  second  tax- 
able year  ending  after  1954  for  which  he  has 
net  earnings  from  self -employment  (com- 
puted without  regard  to  subsections  (c)(4) 
and  (c)  (5) )  of  $400  or  more,  any  part  of 
which  was  derived  from  the  performance  of 
service  described  in  subsection  (c)  (4)  or 
(c)(5);  or'. 

"(4)  Section  3121  (b)  (6)  (C)  (iv)  of  such 
Code  (relating  to  definition  of  employment) 
is  amended  by  inserting  before  the  semicolon 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  ',  other 
than  as  a  medical  or  dental  intern  or  a  medi- 
cal or  dental  resident  in  training'. 

"(5)  Section  3121(b)  (13)  of  such  Code  is 
amended  by  striking  out  all  that  follows  the 
first  semicolon. 

"(c)  Section  1402  of  such  Code  is  amend- 
ed by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

"  '(h)  Doctors  of  Medicine. — 

"'(1)  Waiver  certificate. — Any  individual 
who  is  a  doctor  of  medicine  and  who  did  not 
attain  age  35  on  or  before  December  31,  1964, 
may  file  a  certificate  (in  such  form  and  man- 
ner, and  with  such  official,  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  regulations  made  under  this  chap- 
ter) certifying  that  he  elects  to  have  the 
insurance  system  established  by  title  n  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  extended  to  service 
described  in  subsection  (c)  (6)  which  is  per- 
formed by  him. 

"'(2)  Time  for  filing  certificate. — Any  in- 
dividual who  desires  to  file  a  certificate  pur- 
suant to  paragraph  (1)  must  file  such  cer- 
tificate on  or  before  the  due  date  of  the  re- 
turn (including  any  extension  thereof)  for 
his  second  taxable  year  ending  after  1964  for 
which  he  has  net  earnings  from  self-employ- 
ment (computed  without  regard  to  subsec- 
tion (c)(6))  of  $400  or  more,  any  part  of 
which  was  derived  from  the  performance  of 
service  by  him  in  the  exercise  of  his  profes- 
sion as  a  doctor  of  medicine. 

"'(3)  Effective  date  of  certificate. — A  cer- 
tificate filed  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall 
be  effective  for  the  taxable  year  immediately 
preceding  the  earliest  taxable  year  for  which, 
at  the  time  the  certificate  is  filed,  the  period 
for  filing  a  return  (including  any  extension 
thereof)  has  not  expired,  and  for  all  succeed- 
ing taxable  years;  except  that,  in  no  case, 
shall  the  certificate  be  effective  for  a  taxable 
year  ending  prior  to  1965.  An  election  made 
pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  irre- 
vocable.' 

"(d)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraphs 
(1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (a),  and  by  para- 
graphs (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  subsection  (b), 
shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  taxable  years 
ending  after  December  31,  1964.  The  amend- 
ments made  by  paragraphs  (3)  and  (4)  of 
subsection  (a),  and  by  paragraphs  (4)  and 


(5)  of  subsection  (b),  shall  apply  only  with 
respect  to  services  performed  after  1964." 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  intention  to  withdraw  the  amend- 
ment after  I  have  explained  its  purpose 
and  contents  to  the  members  of  the  com- 
mittee who  will  be  on  the  conference. 

The  Senate  has  rejected  the  amend- 
ment offered  by  the  Senator  from  Con- 
necticut [Mr.  Dodd],  which  would  have 
restored  the  House  language  to  provide 
social  security  coverage  for  doctors. 
While  I  was  quite  willing  to  support  the 
extension  of  coverage  under  the  terms 
of  the  Senator's  amendment  and  under 
the  terms  of  the  House  bill,  I  propose  in 
my  amendment  something  short  of  com- 
plete coverage.  My  amendment  is  re- 
lated to  the  same  issue,  but  it  proposes 
to  take  a  middle  position  between  com- 
pulsory coverage  for  all  doctors  and  leav- 
ing the  issue  wholly  unresolved.  It  would 
extend  coverage  to  doctors  who,  we  have 
reason  to  believe,  would  like  to  be  cov- 
ered under  the  social  security  program. 

The  amendment  provides  three  things. 

It  provides  mandatory  coverage  for  all 
doctors  who  will  engage  in  the  practice 
of  medicine  after  December  31,  1964. 
Each  doctor  who  was  licensed  and  en- 
tered the  practice  of  medicine  after  De- 
cember 31,  1964,  would  be  subject  to  so- 
cial security  coverage.  Approximately 
8,000  doctors  are  admitted  to  the  prac- 
tice of  medicine  each  year.  Over  a  period 
of  years  practically  all  of  them  would  be 
covered. 

Second,  the  amendment  provides  for 
voluntary  coverage  of  any  doctor  who  is 
in  practice  before  December  31,  1964,  but 
who  is  not  35  years  of  age  by  that  date. 
So  the  younger  doctors  under  35  would  be 
given  the  privilege  of  taking  out  or  re- 
jecting social  security  coverage.  If  they 
came  into  the  program  at  that  age,  they 
would  be  in  the  program  and  would  be 
paying  into  it  over  most  of  their  life- 
time. 

Third,  the  amendment  would  extend 
coverage  to  services  performed  by  medi- 
cal or  dental  interns,  the  same  as  the 
House  bill. 

The  amendment  makes  no  change  in 
the  present  status  of  doctors  who  would 
be  35  years  or  over  on  December  31,  1964. 

I  believe  this  is  the  orderly  way  in 
which  to  bring  doctors  under  social  secu- 
rity coverage.  It  would  leave  older  doc- 
tors, who  through  the  years  have  indi- 
cated opposition  to  being  included  in  the 
social  security  program,  free  to  provide 
their  own  pension  programs  and  security 
for  themselves  and  their  families.  At 
the  same  time,  it  would  open  the  way  to 
younger  doctors  who  may  be  aware  of 
the  benefits  of  social  security  and  who 
may  be  willing  to  make  their  contribu- 
tions and  to  share  in  the  benefits  of  the 
social  security  program. 

Since  I  intend  to  withdraw  the  amend- 
ment, I  hope  the  conferees,  who  will  be 
free  to  propose  this  measure  or  some 
other  compromise  in  conference  with  the 
House,  will  give  attention  to  my  recom- 
mendations. I  hope  this  proposal  will 
be  their  last  line  of  retreat. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.    I  yield. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  Why  does  the  Senator 
think  the  House  will  be  free  to  take  this 
amendment  if  the  Senate  does  not  adopt 
it? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  The  House  bill 
covered  all  doctors,  so  one-half  or  one- 
third  or  one-fourth  of  the  doctors  could 
be  covered  in  conference.  We  could  go 
all  the  way  with  the  House.  We  could 
accept  the  House  decision,  which  extends 
coverage  to  all  doctors. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.    I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  matter 
of  medical  coverage  will  be  in  conference 
as  matters  now  stand.  The  House  passed 
a  bill  which  put  all  doctors  under  social 
security.  The  chairman  of  the  commit- 
tee, the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  moved  in  committee  that  doctors 
should  not  be  covered.  He  feels  strongly 
about  this  matter.  The  committee  sus- 
tained the  chairman  by  a  very  substan- 
tial vote.  So  this  is  a  matter  that  will 
be  in  conference. 

In  some  respects  Senators  who  voted 
for  the  medicare  measure  should  be  glad 
to  have  it  in  conference,  because  it  will 
furnish  a  way  to  yield  on  some  House 
proposals,  if  we  are  to  get  a  medicare 
measure,  for  which  the  Senate  has  voted 
but  for  which  the  House  has  not  Voted. 

The  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  made 
a  constructive  suggestion  to  resolve  the 
impasse  between  the  House  and  Senate 
with  respect  to  the  coverage  of  doctors. 
I  shall  see  to  it  that  the  conferees  con- 
sider a  possible  solution  of  this  problem 
at  such  time  as  the  bill  goes  to  confer- 
ence. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Will  the  Senator  briefly 
tell  me  the  main  argument  which  is  ad- 
vanced for  not  covering  doctors? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  reason 
why  I  voted  against  covering  doctors  un- 
der social  security  in  committee  is  that 
every  doctor  in  my  State  with  whom  I 
have  talked  is  opposed  to  it.  Doctors  in 
my  State  do  not  want  it.  The  position  of 
the  medical  association  in  my  State  and 
the  official  position  of  the  American 
Medical  Association  is  in  opposition  to  an 
extension  of  coverage  to  doctors.  If  we 
wait  a  while,  after  doctors  have  thought 
about  it  and  observed  the  program  in  op- 
eration, they  will  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusion that  many  lawyers  did.  After 
the  lawyers  thought  about  it  and  saw 
what  it  was  doing,  they  decided  that  they 
would  be  for  it.  I  remember  that  the 
Bar  Association  of  Cleveland,  Ohio,  sev- 
eral years  ago,  when  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Young]  was  one  of  the  out- 
standing lawyers  there,  decided  to  hold 
a  debate  on  the  question. 

I  believe  two  doctors  spoke  for  the 
proposal  and  two  doctors  against  it. 
They  debated  the  pros  and  cons.  Then 
they  voted  on  it,  and  the  vote  was  unani- 
mous in  favor  of  covering  lawyers.  I 
understand  that -even  the  two  lawyers 
who  spoke  against  it  in  the  debate  voted 
in  favor  of  it.  The  lawyers  voted  that 
way  after  they  saw  how  the  program  was 
operating. 

So  after  the  doctors  see  this  program 
in  operation  they  will  also  want  to  be 
covered  by  social  security. 


However,  in  my  judgment  they  do  not 
agree  on  it  now.  Therefore,  why  should 
I  vote  to  put  the  doctors  of  my  State 
under  social  security,  on  a  compulsory 
basis,  when  all  the  information  available 
to  me  is  that  they  do  not  want  it? 

The  experience  of  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  is  different,  I  agree,  as  he 
has  so  well  explained.  That  is  not  the 
situation  in  Louisiana.  It  is  not  the 
situation  in  Virginia,  as  the  distin- 
guished chairman  of  the  committee 
knows.  That  is  not  the  situation  in  other 
States,  as  Senators  from  those  States 
see  it. 

The  subject  will  be  in  conference. 
Perhaps  the  proposal  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  might  resolve  the  ques- 
tion. However,  it  would  be  better  to 
have  a  free  conference  on  the  issue,  the 
House  having  taken  one  position  and  the 
Senate  the  other,  rather  than  to  have 
our  hands  tied. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd]  is  completely 
right  in  the  position  he  takes,  even 
though  he  was  voted  down.  It  is  prob- 
ably true  that  some  medical  organiza- 
tions are  opposed  to  coverage,  but  there 
are  a  great  many  individual  doctors,  in- 
cluding doctors  in  my  own  State,  to 
whom  I  have  spoken  about  this  subject, 
who  are  in  favor  of  coverage.  They 
have  written  to  me,  urging  that  they  be 
included  under  social  security. 

Of  course,  they  can  come  in  on  a 
voluntary  basis  if  they  wish  to  come  in, 
can  they  not? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  No;  not  now. 

Mr.  MORSE.  On  the  basis  of  self- 
employment? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.   Not  now. 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina.  I 
have  received  a  number  of  requests  from 
doctors  in  my  State,  asking  that  they  be 
permitted  to  come  in  on  a  voluntary 
basis.  A  great  many  of  them  do  not 
wish  to  be  forced  into  joining.  They 
would  like  to  come  in,  if  they  could,  on 
a  voluntary  basis,  but  not  on  a  manda- 
tory basis. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Why  does  not  the  prin- 
ciple of  self-employment  on  a  voluntary 
basis  apply  to  doctors? 

Mr.  JORDAN  of  North  Carolina. 
They  are  included  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  If  doctors 
wish  to  come  in  under  social  security, 
they  can  usually  find  a  way.  They  can 
incorporate  a  clinic  and  work  for  the 
clinic,  and  come  in  on  that  basis.  Doc- 
tors employed  by  an  institution  covered 
by  social  security  come  under  the  system. 

However,  at  this  time  it  appears  that 
doctors  are  not  in  favor  of  being  covered, 
and  the  official  position  of  the  American 
Medical  Association  is  that  they  are  not 
in  favor  of  it.  In  my  State  they  are 
planning  to  take  a  poll  in  the  near  fu- 
ture, I  understand.  The  evidence  in  this 
matter  is  inconclusive  at  this  time. 

In  my  judgment,  if  we  wait  a  little 
longer,  doctors  will  be  asking  us  to  cover 
them.  I  do  not  see  why  we  should  force 
something  on  someone  if  he  does  not 
want  it.  We  are  not  convinced  that  a 
majority  of  the  doctors  want  to  be 
covered. 

Mr.  MORSE.    I  should  like  to  ask  a 


procedural  question  of  cither  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  or  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana.  Would  the  conferees  have 
the  authority,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  House  has  provided  complete  cov- 
erage in  the  bill,  to  adopt  a  proposal 
which  would  allow  doctors  to  be  covered 
voluntarily  if  they  wished  to  be  covered 
voluntarily?  In  other  words,  could  the 
conference  committee  modify  the  legis- 
lation so  that  voluntary  coverage  could 
be  allowed? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  It  is  my  im- 
pression, with  regard  to  doctors,  that  we 
could  do  almost  anything.  The  House 
has  taken  one  extreme  position,  by  cov- 
ering all  of  them,  and  the  Senate  has 
taken  the  other  extreme  position,  by  cov- 
ering none  of  them. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  hope  that  the  con- 
ference at  least  will  go  along  with  a 
modification  of  the  bill  to  provide  for 
voluntary  coverage.  I  believe  that  the 
doctors  who  wish  to  be  covered  on  a  vol- 
untary basis  are  entitled  to  be  covered 
on  that  basis  until  the  other  doctors,  to 
whom  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has 
referred,  make  up  their  minds  to  change 
their  minds. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  With  this 
particular  provision  being  open  to  com- 
promise in  every  possible  direction,  the 
House  is  in  an  extremely  favorable  po- 
sition, because  we  shall  have  to  ask  the 
House  to  take  36  Senate  amendments, 
whereas  we  have  trken  only  about  4  pro- 
visions of  the  House  out  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  the 
testimony  of  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  on  this  subject 
was: 

More  than  half  of  the  physicians  in  private 
practice  today  have  some  social  security 
credits  on  the  basis  of  work  other  than  as 
a  self-employed  doctor  or  through  military 
service. 

It  would  be  a  good  beginning  to  provide 
compulsory  coverage  of  all  new  doctors, 
as  they  come  into  practice,  and  to  leave 
it  on  a  voluntary  basis  for  the  younger 
members  of  the  profession.  This  way 
also  avoids  a  situation  in  which  some  of 
the  older  doctors  would  receive  great 
benefits  although  making  social  security 
payments  only  a  few  years  just  before 
retirement. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
if  the  Senate  accepts  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Dodd],  to  include  all  doctors,  it  would 
not  result  in  a  net  cost  to  the  social  secu- 
rity fund,  because  the  statistics  indicate 
that  if  we  take  in  all  doctors  regardless 
of  age,  they  will  about  pay  their  own 
way? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  They  would  be  pay- 
ing at  the  top  bracket.  Taking  them 
probably  would  strengthen  the  social 
security  fund. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  point  out  that  a 
majority  of  the  doctors  in  Michigan  in 
a  statewide  secret  poll  went  on  record 
as  favoring  coverage  for  doctors  under 
the  social  security  system.  That  is  true 
not  only  of  Michigan,  but  of  many  other 
States. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.    I  yield. 
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Mr,  HART.  I  regret  very  much  that 
the  Senate  rejected  the  amendment  pro- 
posed by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Dodd].  I  voted  for  it. 
As  my  senior  colleague  from  Michigan 
indicated,  the  Dodd  approach  is  sound. 
In  1960  I  introduced  a  bill  similar  to  the 
proposal  of  the  Senator  from  Connecti- 
cut, which  would  have  provided  for  com- 
pulsory social  security  coverage  of  all 
doctors.  It  was  S.  2739.  I  hope  very 
much  that  before  the  Senate  closes  what 
has  been  an  otherwise  very  productive 
session,  we  shall  have  on  the  books  a 
statute  which,  if  not  providing  for  the 
coverage  of  all  doctors,  at  least  will  open 
the  door  to  what  I  feel  sure  will  be  the 
majority  wish  of  the  physicians  of  Amer- 
ica, namely,  that  they  be  permitted  to  en- 
joy the  benefits  and  protections  of  social 
security.  The  Senate  having  failed  to 
adopt  the  Dodd  amendment,  I  would 
support  the  McCarthy  amendment. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, has  the  Senator  withdrawn  his 
amendment? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  have  not  with- 
drawn it  yet. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  yield. 
Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  voted  against  the 
inclusion  of  doctors  when  this  matter 
was  before  the  Committee  on  Finance, 
because  a  vote  taken  by  the  Illinois  State 
Medical  Society  showed  that  approxi- 
mately 3,300  doctors  were  opposed  to  in- 
clusion, as  compared  with  fewer  than 
2,800  in  favor  of  inclusion. 

Since  the  day  the  committee  voted  on 
this  amendment  additional  information 
has  been  brought  to  my  attention  which 
I  did  not  know  at  that  time.  This  in- 
formation is  that  a  supervised  poll  was 
taken  in  1960  under  the  auspices  of  the 
Honest  Ballot  Association.  I  assume  that 
this  is  the  Honest  Ballot  Association 
which  has  its  headquarters  in  New  York, 
and  which  I  know  to  be  a  highly  repu- 
table group. 

They  took  a  mail  ballot  referendum  of 
the  physicians  of  all  ages,  including 
staff  physicians,  who  were  registered  in 
the  State  of  Illinois. 

I  have  before  me  the  result  of  the  poll, 
which,  I  repeat,  has  only  recently  come 
to  my  attention. 

Of  the  11,942  ballots  which  were 
mailed,  5,967  ballots  were  returned  and 
tabulated. 

The  Honest  Ballot  Association  certi- 
fies that  the  following  is  the  true  and 
accurate  count  of  the  5,967  ballots: 

The  question  was:  Should  physicians 
be  included  in  the  Federal  social  secu- 
rity program? 

According  to  the  Honest  Ballot  Asso- 
ciation, the  vote  was:  Yes,  3,964.  No, 
1,962.   Blank,  41. 

This  would  mean  that  slightly  more 
than  two-thirds  of  those  who  expressed 
themselves  voted  affirmatively. 

The  vote  reported  by  the  Illinois  Med- 
ical Association  was  approximately  45 
percent  for  and  55  percent  against. 

There  is  additional  information  that 
I  think  should  be  known.  We  have 
checked  with  the  American  Medical  As- 
sociation, and  they  in  turn  checked  with 
the  Illinois  Medical  Society,  on  the  way 


in  which  the  Illinois  poll  was  conducted. 
I  am  informed  that  each  county  repre- 
sentative of  the  Illinois  Medical  Asso- 
ciation mailed  ballots  to  the  doctors  in 
his  county.  Those  ballots  were  num- 
bered. They  were  returned  to  the  county 
representatives,  who  tabulated  the  re- 
sults and  sent  them  to  the  central  office 
in  Chicago.  So  there  would  be  a  means 
of  identifying  the  replies.  I  do  not  quite 
know  whether  this  violated  the  principle 
of  a  secret  ballot.  I  am  informed  that 
there  was  no  such  identification  of  the 
ballots  sent  out  by  the  Honest  Ballot 
Association. 

In  view  of  these  new  facts,  if  there  had 
been  a  rollcall,  I  would  have  reversed  the 
position  that  I  took  in  the  Committee  on 
Finance  and  would  have  voted  for  the 
inclusion  of  the  doctors.  I  hope  that 
some  such  arrangement  may  be  included 
in  the  bill  which  comes  from  confer- 
ence, or  that  some  compromise  arrange- 
ment, such  as  that  proposed  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy] 
may  be  adopted. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Senator 
from  Illinois  may  be  sure  that  this  mat- 
ter will  be  considered  in  conference. 

Does  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
withdraw  his  amendment? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  have  not  done  so. 
I  was  waiting  to  learn  how  vigorously 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  would  ad- 
vocate this  amendment  in  conference. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  This  is  an 
appropriate  subject  for  compromise. 
The  Senator  has  suggested  that  the  pro- 
posal might  be  compromised.  If  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  is  one  of  the 
conferees,  he  will  certainly  see  to  it  that 
the  amendment  is  considered. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  agree  that  there  is 
rather  strong  sentiment  in  the  Senate 
at  this  time  in  support  of  the  provisions 
of  my  amendment? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  record 
is  clear  that  there  is  considerable  sup- 
port in  the  Senate  for  including  the 
amendment,  although  a  majority  of  the 
Senate  does  not  believe  doctors  should 
be  included. 

I  am  sure  that  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota realizes  that  in  conference  the 
divergence  between  the  Senate  and 
House  on  other  matters  will  be  extremely 
wide,  so  much  so  that  I  believe  we  shall 
be  hard  put  to  get  the  Senate  bill 
through  conference.  But  if  the  bill  goes 
to  conference,  the  Senator  from  Min- 
nesota may  be  assured  that  what  he  has 
suggested  will  be  considered. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  This  amendment 
might  be  the  cause  of  the  House  con- 
ferees accepting  the  other  provisions, 
if  we  take  this  small  step.  If  the  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana  must  make  a  con- 
cession, I  hope  he  will  persuade  the 
House  to  make  a  concession  with  regard 
to  doctors. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  if  it  has 
not  already  been  placed  in  the  Record, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  a  memorandum  entitled 
"Fact  Sheet  for  Senators — A  Dozen 
Sound  Reasons  Why  Congress  Should 
Include  Self -Employed  Physicians  under 
Social  Security."  It  is  dated  August  31, 
1964,  and  was  issued  by  the  Committee 


on  Social  Security  for  Physicians,  510 
Madison  Avenue,  New  York,  N.Y.  The 
memorandum  buttresses  the  position  of 
the  advocates  of  the  amendment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo- 
randum was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

A  Dozen  Sound  Reasons  Why  Congress 
Should  Include  Self-Employed  Physi- 
cians Under  Social  Security 

1.  Self-employed  physicians  are  the  only 
group  now  excluded  from  social  security.  It 
isn't  fair  to  deny  doctors  and  their  families 
the  protection  which  Congress  has  granted 
lawyers,  dentists,  bankers,  business  execu- 
tives and  others. 

2.  Within  the  medical  profession,  from 
35  to  45  percent  of  all  physicians  have  earned 
or  are  earning  social  security  credits  because 
of  service  in  the  Armed  Forces  or  as  salaried 
employees  for  various  enterprises.  These 
doctors  seem  quite  content  to  maintain  their 
eligibility  for  social  security  benefits.  The 
sensible  and  proper  thing  to  do  is  to  extend 
coverage  to  the  entire  profession.  Why 
should  a  physician  be  denied  this  valuable 
Federal  insurance  simply  because  he  earns 
his  income  from  private  practice? 

3.  A  majority  of  physicians  want  social 
security  coverage.  This  is  substantiated  by 
the  results  of  official  polls  by  numerous  State 
medical  societies  of  the  AMA  and  two  na- 
tional polls  by  highly  respected  medical 
publications. 

4.  Wives  of  physicians  have  a  vital  stake  in 
this  issue.  They  are  virtually  unanimous  in 
their  desire  for  social  security  insurance.  If 
a  young  doctor  dies,  his  widow  and  children 
ought  to  be  entitled — like  those  of  other 
bereaved  families — to  the  benefits  of  social 
security  in  their  time  of  need. 

5.  The  AMA's  house  of  delegates  insists 
that  physicians  don't  want  social  security, 
although  it  has  never  offered  evidence  to 
substantiate  this  bare  assertion.  -  In  1958,  it 
recommended  that  State  medical  societies 
poll  their  members.  However,  when  the 
polls  showed  a  substantial  majority  of  doc- 
tors in  favor  of  social  security,  the  AMA 
disregarded  these  findings  and  discouraged 
further  polltaking. 

6.  The  AMAs'  house  of  delegates  has  never 
had  a  rollcall  on  this  issue.  Annually,  it 
expresses  its  opposition  to  social  security  by 
voice  vote  only.  If  the  delegates  were  to 
vote  in  accordance  with  the  wishes  of  phy- 
sicians from  their  respective  States,  as  ex- 
pressed in  official  polls,  a  resolution  endors- 
ing social  security  coverage  would  command 
a  clear  majority. 

7.  The  AMA's  house  of  delegates  has  re- 
peatedly refused  requests  from  a  number  of 
State  medical  societies  for  a  national  can- 
vass of  the  membership.  Its  reply  is  that  a 
poll  "would  be  subject  to  great  error  in  that 
it  presupposed  equal  knowledge  on  the  part 
of  all  polled."  AMA  officials  gratuitously  in- 
sult the  Nation's  physicians  by  implying  they 
do  not  have  the  intelligence  to  make  a  sound 
judgment  on  this  subject. 

8.  Despite  AMA  assertions  that  physicians 
seldom  retire,  the  fact  is  that  doctors  are  not 
supermen:  after  age  65,  like  all  of  us,  they 
are  prone  to  illness,  disability  and  some 
weakening  of  their  former  powers  and  skills. 
There  are  many  elderly  physicians  who  want 
to  retire,  should  retire,  but  can't  afford  to 
retire.  Social  security  would  help  them  solve 
this  painful  dilemma.  Furthermore,  those 
rugged  doctors  who  still  have  an  active  prac- 
tice at  age  72  could  continue  working  and 
receive  social  security  checks  in  addition  to 
their  regular  income. 

9.  The  AMA,  by  its  own  admission,  repre- 
sents hardly  more  than  70  percent  of  all  U.S. 
physicians.  Pro  social  security  sentiment  is 
even  more  pronounced  outside  the  AMA. 
Many  doctors  have  refused  to  join  the  AMA 
or  have  withdrawn  from  its  ranks  because  of 
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its  arrogant  disregard  of  membership  opin- 
ion on  such  issues  as  social  security  cover- 
age. 

10.  Doctors  and  their  families  need  social 
security  protection.  Medical  societies  have 
established  agencies  to  help  colleagues  who 
become  ill  or  enfeebled  by  age,  and  to  pro- 
vide help  to  needy  families  of  deceased  phy- 
sicians. Why  should  these  unfortunate  doc- 
tors or  their  survivors  have  to  relp  on  charity, 
while  millions  of  other  Americans,  in  a  sim- 
ilar plight,  can  draw  social  security  pay- 
ments as  their  right? 

11.  There  is  little  likelihood  that  the  house 
of  delegates  will  have  a  change  of  heart 
over  social  security.  These  delegates,  be- 
cause they  are  elected  by  county  and  State 
conventions,  are  too  removed  from  pressure 
by  the  individual  physician.  To  withhold  so- 
cial security  from  the  medical  profession  un- 
til the  house  of  delegates  gives  its  aprpoval 
means,  in  effect,  to  deny  this  Federal  insur- 
ance to  doctors  and  their  families  for  a  long 
time  to  come,  if  not  permanently. 

12.  On  the  other  hand,  should  the  Senate 
vote  to  include  self-employed  physicians  un- 
der social  security — as  the  House  has  already 
done — it  is  quite  likely  that  the  AMAY  house 
of  delegates  would  adjust  to  the  new  devel- 
opment without  great  difficulty.  This  is 
what  happened  in  the  case  of  the  American 
Bar  Association  and  the  American  Dental  As- 
sociation whose  opposition  to  social  secu- 
rity coverage  for  their  respective  professions 
was  quite  as  violent  as  the  AMA's. 

Results  of  State  medical  society  social 
security  polls 

STATES  FOR  SOCIAL  SECURITY  (19) 


State 


California  1  

Connecticut  

Delaware  

District  of  Columbia- 
Florida  

Maine...   

Massachusetts  

Michigan  

Missouri 2  

New  Jersey  

New  York  3  

Ohio   

Pennsylvania  

Rhode  Island  

South  Dakota  

Utah   

Vermont  

Washington  State  

West  Virginia  


Total. 


In  favor 


635 
1, 391 
135 
550 
957 
369 
3,  253 
1,781 
277 
2,174 


4,095 
5,  605 
4  70 
155 
322 
1  65 
4  60 
436 


Opposed 


372 
504 
85 
192 
714 
210 
988 
,048 
148 
916 


2,737 
3,335 
4  30 
104 
188 
4  35 
4  40 
237 


Number 
of  votes 
in  AMA 
House  of 
Delegates 


21 
3 
1 
2 
5 
1 
6 
7 
4 
6 

24 
9 

11 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
2 

no 


STATES   AGAINST   SOCIAL   SECURITY  (8) 


State 


Arkansas.-. 

Georgia  

Illinois  

Indiana  2__. 
Minnesota- 
Oklahoma.. 

Virginia  

Wisconsin.. 


Total. 


Number 

of  votes 

Opposed 

In  favor 

in  AMA 

House  of 

Delegates 

596 

167 

2 

539 

496 

3 

3,301 

2, 790 

11 

246 

181 

5 

1,030 

817 

4 

761 

446 

2 

4  62 

4  38 

3 

870 

854 

4 

34 

1  A  l-in-10  poll  by  Honest  Ballot  Association. 

2  A  l-in-5  poll  by  Honest  Ballot  Association. 

3  Based  on  county  society  polls  and  State  society 
resolutions. 

4  Percent. 

5  A  clear  majority  of  the  202  votes  in  the  AMA  House 
of  relegates. 

Note.— The  remaining  State  medical  societies,  which 
represent  58  votes  in  the  AMA  House  of  Delegates  have 
not  held  social  security  polls. 


Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  withdrawn. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Pres- 
ident, at  the  desk  are  two  technical 
amendments.  One  of  them  is  necessary 
to  clarify  language  which  otherwise 
would  result  in  the  denial  of  benefits  to 
persons  as  to  whom  there  was  no  inten- 
tion of  denying  benefits. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  22, 
line  5,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  "202 
(b)"  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  "202(e)". 

On  page  51,  line  2,  strike  out  "of"  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "or". 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ments offered  by  the  Senator  from  Louis- 
iana. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, at  the  desk  is  an  additional  amend- 
ment which  is  offered  at  the  request  of 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare.  I  ask  that  the  amendment 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  27 
of  the  Finance  Committee  version,  it  is 
proposed  to  strike  out  paragraph  (2)  of 
section  6(f),  as  follows: 

•(2)  Any  individual  who  would,  upon  fil- 
ing an  application  on  January  1,  1965,  be 
entitled  to  a  recomputation  of  his  primary 
insurance  amount  for  purposes  of  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  filed  such  application  on  January  1, 
1965. 

And  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: 

(2)  Any  individual  who  would,  upon  fil- 
ing an  application  prior  to  January  2,  1965, 
be  entitled  to  a  recomputation  of  his  benefit 
amount  for  purposes  of  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  have  filed 
such  application  on  the  earliest  date  on 
which  such  application  could  have  been  filed, 
or  on  the  day  on  which  this  Act  is  enacted, 
whichever  is  the  later. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
has  explained  to  me  that  in  drafting  the 
language  for  the  committee,  inadver- 
tently 200,000  persons  would  be  injured. 
In  order  to  prevent  that  from  happen- 
ing unintentionally,  the  language  pro- 
posed in  the  amendment  is  necessary.  I 
ask  that  the  amendment  be  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that 
the  reading  of  the  amendment  be  dis- 
pensed with  but  that  it  be  printed  in 
the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

At  the  end  of  title  I  of  the  bill  add  the 
following  new  section: 

"DISREGARDING  CERTAIN  EARNINGS  IN  DETERMIN- 
ING NEED  UNDER  OLD-AGE  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

"Sec.  .  (a)  Effective  October  1,  1964,  sec- 
tion 2(a)  (10)  (A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 


is  amended  by  striking  out  ';  except  that, 
in  making  such  determination,  of  the  first 
$50  per  month  of  earned  income  the  State 
agency  may  disregard,  after  December  31, 
1962,  not  more  than  the  first  $10  thereof 
plus  one-half  of  the  remainder'  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  ';  except 
that,  in  making  such  determination,  of  the 
first  $P0  per  month  of  earned  income  the 
State  t  <;ency  may  disregard  the  first  $20 
thereof  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder'. 

"(b)  Effective  October  1,  1964,  section 
1602(a)  (14)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  'of  the  first  $50  per  month  of  earned 
income  the  State  agency  may,  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1962,  disregard  not  more  than  the 
first  $10  thereof  plus  one-half  of  the  remain- 
der*, and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  'of  the 
first  $80  per  month  of  earned  income  the 
State  agency  may  disregard  the  first  $20 
thereof  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder'." 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  would  increase  the  amounts 
which  States  may  permit  recipients  of 
old  age  assistance  to  earn  without  a 
corresponding  deduction  in  the  amount 
of  assistance  which  they  receive. 

In  1956,  I  introduced  an  amendment 
to  exempt  earnings  of  $50  a  month. 
Then,  in  1962, 1  submitted  an  amendment 
which  would  have  permitted  the  exemp- 
tion of  $25  a  month.  This  amendment 
was  amended  and  adopted  by  the  Sen- 
ate. It  came  out  of  conference  in  a  form 
which  allows  States  to  disregard  $10  plus 
half  of  the  next  $40  of  earned  income  in 
determining  the  old  age  assistance  grant. 
In  other  words,  the  purpose  is  to  give  to 
the  aged  the  incentive  of  trying  to  find 
work  and  of  increasing  their  income  and 
their  self  respect  in  that  way. 

Prior  to  that  time,  every  dollar  they 
earned  was  subtracted  from  the  assist- 
ance which  they  otherwise  would  have 
received.  Therefore,  there  was  no  stimu- 
lus for  them  to  work  or  to  try  to  be  in 
any  sense  self-supporting. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, will  the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.   I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, in  my  judgment,  this  is  a  meritori- 
ous amendment.  It  is  a  principle  for 
which  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
labored  long  and  hard  in  the  vineyard. 
For  years,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has 
been  trying  to  arrange  a  way  so  that  a 
State,  under  its  plan,  if  it  so  desired, 
could  permit  a  person  to  make  a  few  dol- 
lars while  he  was  drawing  public  welfare, 
and  to  keep  some  small  amount. 

Under  social  security  at  present,  a 
beneficiary  between  the  ages  of  65  and 
72  is  permitted  to  keep  $1,200  and  half  of 
what  he  earns  of  the  next  $500.  Yester- 
day the  Senate  voted  to  increase  that 
amount.  We  should  like  to  help  people 
to  assist  themselves  somewhat. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  has  finally 
resolved  this  problem  in  a  way  that  the 
department  believes  is  reasonable. 

I  am  advised  that  the  cost  of  the  pro- 
posal would  be  only  $3,500,000,  based  on 
the  estimate,  or  $23  million  if  all  States 
decided  to  use  the  plan. 

Louisiana  has  found  a  way  to  achieve 
a  similar  result,  but  the  method  is 
devious  and  deceptive.  I  believe  it  would 
be  preferable  to  act  forthrightly  by  mak- 
ing it  permissible  for  people  to  earn  a 


20896 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


September  3 


small  amount.  The  amount  would  be 
$20  and  half  of  the  next  $40. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.   Half  of  the  next  $60. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  am  willing 
to  accept  the  amendment  and  take  it  to 
conference  and  urge  that  the  House  con- 
sider it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana.  I  now  yield  to  the  very 
able  Senator  from  West  Virginia,  who, 
as  a  vigorous  member  of  the  Senate  Com- 
mittee on  Aging,  has  devoted  a  great 
deal  of  study  and  work  to  the  problems 
of  the  aged  and  their  retirement  income. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  thank  my  friend. 
In  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging,  as 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Em- 
ployment and  Retirement  Incomes,  I  was 
instrumental  in  formulating  a  recom- 
mendation on  this  subject.  Is  the  Sena- 
tor familiar  with  that  action? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  hold  in  my  hand  a 
report  of  the  Senate  Special  Committee 
on  Aging,  and  I  find  that  on  pages  3  and 
4  of  its  report,  such  a  recommendation 
was  made  and  the  responsible  subcom- 
mittee was  chaired  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Ran- 
dolph] .  The  Senator  has  made  very  im- 
portant contributions  to  the  welfare  and 
dignity  of  our  older  people.  I  hope  he 
will  comment  on  the  recommendation 
of  his  subcommittee. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  reference  to  the  recommenda- 
tion. If  it  is  not  inappropriate,  I  should 
like  to  have  the  privilege  of  being  asso- 
ciated with  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  was  one  of  the  earliest 
advocates  of  this  means  of  contributing 
to  the  self-support  and  self-respect  of 
older  people.  In  fact,  he  was  a  principal 
sponsor  of  the  1962  amendment  to  which 
I  referred.  I  should  feel  honored  if  I 
might  have  the  name  of  the  Senator 
from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph] 
joined  with  this  amendment. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  It  has  been  accu- 
rately observed  that  one  important 
means  of  improving  the  economic  posi- 
tion of  America's  senior  citizens  is  to 
make  it  possible  for  those  to  work  who 
are  willing  and  able  to  do  so.  At  the 
present  time,  one-third  of  the  total  in- 
come of  older  Americans  comes  from 
their  employment. 

Studies  have  shown  that  employment, 
even  part-time  work,  benefits  the  elderly 
citizen  not  only  financially  but  in  other 
ways.  It  reduces  his  loneliness  and  iso- 
lation and  draws  him  back  into  the  main- 
stream of  life.  It  contributes  to  a  sound 
psychological  outlook  and  physical  well- 
being. 

As  a  basis  for  making  recommenda- 
tions on  increasing  employment  oppor- 
tunities for  the  elderlv  our  Subcommittee 
on  Employment  and  Retirement  Incomes 
held  hearings  in  Washington,  D.C.,  and 
in  Los  Angeles  and  San  Francisco,  Calif. 

The  witnesses  heard,  and  testimony  re- 
ceived convinced  subcommittee  members 
that  the  Congress  could  take  affirmative 
actions  which  would  enhance  employ- 
ment opportunities  for  thousands  of  older 
men  and  women.  Recommendations 
submitted  were  subsequently  approved 
unanimously  by  the  Special  Committee 


on  Aging,  and  action  is  being  taken  to 
implement  them. 

I  am  gratified  to  be  associated  with  the 
experienced  and  able  Senator  from  Illi- 
nois [Mr.  Douglas]  as  a  cosponsor  of  the 
Douglas-Randolph  amendment.  In  ad- 
vocating an  increase  in  permissive  earn- 
ings for  recipients  of  old-age  assistance 
he  continues  to  exhibit  compassionate 
understanding  of  the  needs  and  problems 
of  senior  citizens. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ap- 
preciate the  support  which  the  Senator 
has  given  to  this  amendment.  The  De- 
partment of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel- 
fare prepared  a  report  on  this  amend- 
ment which  it  originally  submitted  in 
connection  with  an  earlier  version  of  the 
amendment  which  I  offered  to  another 
bill.  This  report  is  favorable  to  the 
amendment  and,  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  it  printed 
in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Department  op  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare, 

Washington,  August  13,  1964. 
Hon.  Harry  P.  Btrd, 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Finance, 
U.S.  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  letter  is  in  re- 
sponse to  your  request  of  July  22,  1964,  for 
a  report  on  amendment  No.  1115  intended 
to  be  proposed  to  H.R.  9393,  a  bill  to  amend 
title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide 
full  retroactivity  for  disability  determina- 
tions, to  extend  the  period  within  which 
ministers  may  elect  coverage,  and  to  val- 
idate wages  erroneously  reported  for  certain 
engineering  aids  employed  by  soil  and  wa- 
ter conservation  districts  in  Oklahoma. 

This  amendment  would  amend  section  2 
(a)  (10)  (A)  of  title  I  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  that  authorizes  the  disregard  of  certain 
earned  income  in  determining  an  individ- 
ual's need  for  old-age  assistance.  Under 
present  law,  a  State  has  the  option  to  dis- 
regard, of  the  first  $50  of  earned  income,  not 
more  than  the  first  $10  plus  one-half  of  the 
remainder.  This  amendment  would  permit 
a  State  to  disregard  the  first  $50  per  month 
of  earned  income. 

We  are  in  accord  with  the  objectives  of 
this  amendment  but  recommend  that  its 
provisions  be  modified  so  as  to  permit  a  State 
to  disregard  the  first  $20  and  one-half  of  the 
next  $60  per  month  of  earned  income. 

The  values  to  be  found  in  employment 
that  is  within  the  capability  of  an  aged  in- 
dividual are  recognized  and  the  principle  of 
incentives  is  now  well  established.  The 
amendment  modified  as  suggested  above 
would  increase  the  incentive  toward  more 
substantial  employment.  The  individual 
might  earn  as  much  as  $80  per  month  and 
the  State  could  disregard  $50  of  that  amount. 

Some  additional  aged  persons  would  be- 
come eligible  for  assistance  who  do  not 
qualify  for  assistance  because  their  earnings 
from  employment  make  them  ineligible  un- 
der State  assistance  standards.  For  aged  re- 
cipients with  income  from  employment  of 
more  than  $10  per  month,-  the  amount  of 
assistance  would  be  increased  because  in- 
come now  taken  into  consideration  would  be 
disregarded. 

Since  January  1963,  when  the  present  pro- 
vision became  effective,  20  States,  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  have  provided  for  the  disre- 
gard of  earned  income  In  their  programs  of 
old-age  assistance.  Modified  as  suggested 
above,  the  additional  annual  cost  of  the 
amendment  In  Federal  funds  for  these  23 


Jurisdictions  Is  estimated  to  be  $3.5  million. 
If  all  States  were  to  provide  for  the  disre- 
gard of  such  Income,  the  annual  increase  in 
Federal  costs  over  the  costs  of  the  present 
provision  is  estimated  to  be  $23  millllon. 

We  would  recommend  enactment  of  this 
amendment  subject  to  the  modification  pro- 
posed above. 

We  are  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budg- 
et that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  pres- 
entation of  this  report  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  administration's  program. 
Sincerely, 

Anthony  J.  Celebrezze, 

Secretary. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
greatly  cheered  by  the  encouragement 
given  me  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long],  the  manager  of  the  pending 
bill. 

When  I  offered  the  1962  amendment, 
which  the  Senate  adopted,  I  argued  that 
persons  receiving  old-age  assistance 
should  be  allowed  to  earn  supplementary 
income  by  babysitting,  gardening,  and 
other  casual  employment  without  hav- 
ing to  break  the  law  by  not  reporting  the 
earnings  or  being  penalized  for  doing  so. 
Permitting  individuals  to  contribute  to 
their  own  self-support  gives  them  a  sense 
of  dignity  and  self-respect.  That  prin- 
ciple, of  encouraging  self-respect  and 
some  self-support,  is  a  sound  one  and  its 
observance  is  expanded  by  the  pending 
amendment.  For  many  of  the  nearly  2.2 
million  recipients  of  old-age  assistance 
this  liberalized  earnings  policy  will  dem- 
onstrate that  we  believe  all  older  peo- 
ple are  full  members  of  our  economy  and 
should  be  permitted  to  contribute  to  their 
self-support  without  penalty. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  wish  to  commend 
the  Senator  frOm  Illinois  for  once  again 
inviting  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to 
this  problem.  I  believe  that  it  is  a  prop- 
er piece  of  legislation,  in  that  if  we  can 
encourage  these  people  to  work  and  to 
withhold,  or  at  least  to  use  some  of  the 
money  they  have  earned,  instead  of  re- 
ducing their  social  security  payments,  it 
will  not  only  be  to  the  interest  of  the 
individual  but  also  to  the  States  and  to 
the  Nation. 

I  should  like  to  inquire  of  the  Senator 
whether  his  amendment  permits  an  indi- 
vidual to  earn  up  to  $50? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  A  State  is  permitted 
to  disregard  the  first  $20  and  one-half 
of  the  next  $60  of  earned  income.  Yes. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  believe  that  is  com- 
mendable. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  directed  to  the 
old-age  assistance,  of  course,  rather  than 
to  old  age  security. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  We  took  care  of  the 
old  age  security  yesterday.  We  should 
vote  now  on  the  old-age  assistance  sec- 
tion. If  I  should  happen  to  be  a  member 
of  the  conference  committee,  I  shall  do 
everything  in  my  power  to  keep  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.    I  yield. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  I  should  like  to 
compliment  the  Senator  from  Illinois  for 
his  authorship  of  this  amendment.  And 
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I  should  like  to  join  him  in  sponsorship 
of  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Would  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Long!  like  to  be  included  as  a  sponsor  of 
the  amendment? 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  should  like  to  be  included  as  a 
sponsor  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
that  the  names  of  the  Senator  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Randolph],  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Monroney],  and 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long] 
be  added  as  cosponsors  of  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  trust  that  the  Sen- 
ator from  Illinois  will  add  my  name  as  a 
cosponsor  as  well. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  name  of  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Pas- 
tore]  be  added  as  a  cosponsor  to  the 
amendment,  in  addition  to  the  Senators 
I  have  just  mentioned. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc- 
Govern  in  the  chair).  Without  objec- 
tion, it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  overwhelmed. 
In  the  history  of  my  16  years  of  serv- 
ice in  the  Senate,  I  have  never  had  a  mo- 
tion of  mine  up  for  consideration  that 
was  so  popular.  I  do  not  quite  know  how 
to  thank  my  colleagues  adequately. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  as 
important  as  the  additional  income 
will  be,  of  even  greater  help,  will  be  its 
contribution  to  the  morale  and  to  the 
peace  of  mind  of  these  people.  Earning 
and  contributing  something  to  their  own 
welfare  will  mean  far  more  than  the  dol- 
lars— important  as  they  will  be. 

I  compliment  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
for  his  many,  many  good  efforts  in  be- 
half of  this  legislation  throughout  the 
years  which  culminated  in  enactment  of 
the  last  bill  and  which  will  result  in  en- 
actment of  the  bill  before  us  at  the  pres- 
ent time. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  encouragement 
given  me  by  so  many  Senators  is  sweet 
to  my  ears.  I  know  this  support  will  be 
appreciated  by  our  older  citizens  and  I 
hope  very  much  that  the  conference  will 
retain  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Do  Sen- 
ators yield  back  the  remainder  of  their 
time? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder -of  my  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend- 
ment of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  . 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

AMENDMENT    NO.    1246,    TO    INCREASE  OUTSIDE 
EARNINGS 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  it  was  my 
intention  to  call  up  my  amendment, 
No.  1246;  but  in  view  of  the  Senate's 
approval  yesterday  of  the  Long  amend- 
ment dealing  with  the  same  problem  and 
the  parliamentary  situation  prevailing 
today,  I  decided  not  to  call  it  up.  I  want 
to  discuss  it  briefly  now,  because  it  per- 
tains to  a  matter  of  vital  importance  to 
our  older  citizens. 

My  amendment,  which  is  cosponsored 
by  Senators  Protjty,  Jordan  of  Idaho, 
Smith,  Fong,  Simpson,  Mundt,  Kuchel, 


Javits,  Allott,  Mechem,  and  Dominick, 
provides  that  the  amount  of  money  a 
person  on  social  security  would  be 
allowed  to  earn  without  being  penalized 
or  suffering  loss  of  social  security  bene- 
fits be  a  straight  $2,400  a  year,  instead 
of  the  complicated  arrangement  which 
now  exists. 

Once  again,  I  raise  my  voice  in  pro- 
test against  a  most  bewildering  situa- 
tion which  today  is  facing  many  of  our 
older  citizens.  On  the  one  hand,  they 
are  urged  to  get  jobs,  in  order  to  in- 
crease the  productivity  of  the  country. 
But,  on  the  other  hand,  our  social  secu- 
rity law  contains  a  built-in  penalty  for 
going  to  work,  by  reducing  the  benefits 
if  there  are  earnings  in  excess  of  $1,200 
a  year,  and  using  a  confusing  and  com- 
plicated formula  for  earnings  above  that 
amount,  to  achieve  this  purpose.  For 
earnings  between  $1,200  and  $1,700,  $1 
in  benefits  is  deducted  for  each  $2  of 
earnings.  Then,  when  earnings  exceed 
$1,700,  annother  formula  goes  to  work, 
and  deducts  $1  in  benefits  for  each  $1 
of  earnings,  until  the  benefits  are  en- 
tirely wiped  out,  because  earnings  have 
reached  $2,974. 

My  amendment  would  allow  earnings 
up  to  $2,400  with  no  deduction;  it  would 
eliminate  the  confusing  second-stage  of 
the  present  law;  and  it  would  go  directly 
to  a  dollar-for-dollar  reduction,  for 
earnings  in  excess  of  $2,400.  The  effect 
would  be  to  help  most  of  those  who  are 
trying  to  supplement  their  inadequate 
social  security  payments  by  working — 
the  average  old-age  primary  payment  Is 
now  only  $76.87  a  month,  by  eliminating 
any  deduction  in  their  benefits.  Under 
my  proposal,  they  could  earn  up  to  $200 
a  month,  with  no  deductions.  The 
dollar-for-dollar  reduction  above  $2,400 
would  apply  only  to  the  relatively  few 
persons  with  rather  substantial  earnings. 

The  idea  of  discouraging  older  people 
from  working  and  encouraging  them  to 
accept  marginal  living  is,  I  have  long 
been  convinced,  basically  wrong  in  prin- 
ciple. Moreover,  in  my  view,  the  present 
earnings  test  is  not  only  inequitable;  it 
is  also  inexplicable.  To  know  just  where 
an  individual  stands  under  the  existing 
limit  on  earnings  requires  a  crystal  ball 
or  a  competent  legal  staff.  If,  for  exam- 
ple, one's  earnings  exceed  $1,200,  the 
benefit  amounts  begin  immediately  to 
be  cut  in  half.  Moreover,  this  reduction 
comes  out  of  next  year's  benefits,  when 
one  may  be  unable  to  work,  and,  there- 
fore, may  need  the  benefits  most.  This 
is  the  case  unless  one  has  been  able  to 
guess  ahead  as  to  his  probable  income, 
and  to  report  this  guess  on  a  form  to 
the  Social  Security  Administration.  If 
the  first  guess  is  wrong,  he  must  fill  out 
another  form,  in  order  to  get  his  bene- 
fits. By  this  time,  he  may  decide  that 
trying  to  work  is  too  much  trouble,  espe- 
cially when  he  is  reducing  his  benefit  by 
doing  so. 

Although  wages  have  been  rising 
steadily,  we  are  still  using  the  $1,200  fig- 
ure adopted  in  1954  as  the  point  of  di- 
minishing returns  in  social  security's 
limit  on  earnings.  On  two  occasions  we 
have  liberalized  the  complicated  reduc- 
tion mechanism  above  this  amount  but 
we  have  held  to  the  $1,200  ceiling.  The 


proposed  increase  to  $1,500  is  quite  in- 
adequate. I  strongly  suspect  that  some 
of  our  older  citizens  have  held  their 
wages  down  to  this  amount  because,  if 
they  go  beyond  it,  things  "hit  the  fan" 
and  they  are  unable  to  figure  out  where 
they  stand. 

We  must  eliminate  our  schizophrenia 
in  creating  job  opportunities  for  our 
older  men  and  women  and  then  con- 
fiscating part  or  all  of  their  earnings. 
By  doing  this,  incidentally,  we  can  add 
a  meaningful  weapon  to  the  arsenal  for 
the  "war  on  poverty." 

The  first  compelling  reason  for  lib- 
eralizing the  earnings  limit  is  the  fact 
that  existing  law  does  not  allow  our  el- 
derly citizens  the  economic  resources 
they  so  desperately  need. 

Second,  we  must  liberalize  this  test, 
because  it  is  so  complicated  in  its  work- 
ings that  the  average  man  or  woman 
now  is  unable  to  ascertain  his  basic 
rights,  and,  therefore,  stands  the  chance 
of  having  his  benefits  reduced  because 
his  wages  have  risen  or  because  of  a  few 
extra  days  of  work. 

Third,  the  earnings  limitation  is  an 
expensive  administrative  nightmare. 

Fourth,  it  denies  to  the  American 
economy  valuable  skills  and  productivity. 

Finally,  and  most  important,  this  curi- 
ous clause  in  our  Social  Security  Act  dis- 
courages self-reliance,  and  results  in  a 
creeping  penalty  on  an  individual  who 
treasures  his  God-given  dignity  as  a 
working  and  contributing  member  of  the 
community  in  which  he  lives. 

For  these  reasons,  I  believe — as  I  have 
stated  on  numerous  occasions  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate — that  we  must  lib- 
eralize the  earnings  limitation  of  our 
social  security  system  as  a  next  for- 
ward step  in  improving  its  protection, 
and  as  an  integral  part  of  our  campaign 
to  make  life  more  meaningful  and  more 
comfortable  and  to  provide  a  more  ac- 
ceptable standard  of  living  for  millions 
of  our  older  citizens. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  am  in  favor  of  increased  social  security 
benefits.  I  also  am  in  favor  of  greater 
medical  and  hospital  care  for  the  aged. 
But  I  believe  that  such  health  care 
should  be  provided  on  a  voluntary  basis 
and  should  offer  more  comprehensive 
coverage  than  this  bill  provides. 

Reluctantly  I  shall  vote  against  this 
measure  in  its  present  form  because  I 
do  not  think  that  a  health  care  meas- 
ure should  be  tied  to  a  bill  providing  an 
increase  in  social  security  benefits.  They 
are  two  separate  problems,  and  both  re- 
quire the  most  careful  study  to  make 
them  financially  sound.  This  has  not 
been  done  in  this  bill. 

If  the  payments  into  the  social  se- 
curity trust  fund  are  not  sufficient — 
and  there  is  no  way  of  telling  now  wheth- 
er they  will  be  or  not — then  either  the 
people  who  are  to  be  benefited  will  not 
get  those  benefits  or  the  fund  will  have 
to  be  made  actuarially  sound  through 
increased  tax  contributions.  Ultimate- 
ly, these  taxes  may  become  too  great 
for  employees,  employers,  and  the  self- 
employed  to  bear. 

So  for  these  reasons,  I  shall  vote 
against  passage  of  the  bill.  If  it  Is 
passed,  and  I  believe  it  will  be,  then  I 
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hope  the  conferees  will  agree  on  a  meas- 
ure that  retains  the  benefit  increase  but 
deletes  the  health  care  feature.  At  a 
later  date  we  can  consider  a  measure 
dealing  with  the  problem  of  insuring 
that  all  of  our  elderly  citizens  have  prop- 
er health  care. 

Mr.  BEALL.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
vote  for  H.R.  11865.  But  I  shall  do  so 
reluctantly. 

I  do  not  think  any  Member  of  the  Sen- 
ate questions  the  need  for  increasing  so- 
cial security  benefits  and  modifying  cer- 
tain aspects  of  the  existing  law.  In  this 
regard,  I  am  pleased  that  the  Senate 
adopted  the  Long  amendment,  increas- 
ing the  maximum  amount  which  may  be 
earned  before  deductions  from  social  se- 
curity benefits  are  made.  The  7-percent 
increase  in  cash  benefits  is  fully  justified, 
in  view  of  the  rising  costs  of  living.  I 
was  pleased  to  support  the  Prouty 
amendment,  respecting  veterans'  pen- 
sions. The  adoption  of  this  amendment 
avoids  what  would  have  been  a  serious 
hardship  to  thousands  of  veterans  who, 
as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  social  secu- 
rity benefits,  were  in  danger  of  losing 
their  pensions. 

These  amendments  and  others  have 
improved  the  bill.  My  reluctance  in 
voting  for  the  bill  is  occasioned  by  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment  providing 
medical  care  under  the  social  security 
system.  I  have  previously  explained  my 
reasons  for  opposing  this  program.  Mr. 
President,  I  sincerely  hope  that  the  con- 
ference committee  which  will  consider 
H.R.  11865  will,  in  its  wisdom,  delete  this 
medical-care  provision. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
glad  the  Senate  voted  to  increase  from 
$1,200  to  $1,500  the  amount  a  person  can 
earn  annually  without  suffering  a  reduc- 
tion in  social  security  benefits,  and  I  was 
glad  to  support  the  amendment  offered 
for  this  purpose  by  Senator  Long  and 
Senator  Carlson  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen- 
ate during  debate  on  amendments  to  the 
Social  Security  Act.  This  amendment, 
as  adopted,  would  also  allow  a  person  to 
earn  an  additional  $1,500 — beyond  the 
excluded  $1,500 — and  have  his  social  se- 
curity benefits  reduced  by  only  $1  for 
every  $2  earned  in  this  additional  $1,500 
of  earnings.  Many  of  our  people  have 
been  affected  by  the  increased  cost  of 
living,  while  retirement  income  and  social 
security  benefits  have  not  always  kept 
pace,  and  I  know  that  this  amendment, 
along  with  the  increased  monthly  bene- 
fit payments  voted  by  the  Senate,  will 
help  meet  the  needs  of  many  families. 
I  am  glad  that  the  Senate  acted  to  in- 
crease the  present  exclusion  of  $1,200, 
and  I  hope  that  our  amendment  will  be 
accepted  by  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendments  affecting  the  railroad  re- 
tirement program  which  I  proposed  in 
committee  were  approved  unanimously 
by  the  Senate  Finance  Committee  for 
very  obvious  reasons. 

The  first  amendment  would  delete 
subsection  (d)  of  section  16  of  the  bill 
H.R.  11865  as  passed  by  the  House.  This 
is  necessary  because,  as  I  stated  at  the 
time  I  introduced  the  amendments,  the 
railroad  retirement  system  and  the  so- 


cial security  system  are  coordinated  in 
some  very  important  respects.  Existing 
law  provides  for  the  financial  inter- 
change between  the  two  systems.  In  ef- 
fect, existing  law  assures  that  the  social 
security  trust  funds  will  be  in  no  better 
or  worse  condition  than  they  would  be  if 
railroad  service  had  been  employment 
subject  to  the  social  security  system. 
Pnancial  adjustments  are  made  each 
year  between  the  railroad  retirement  ac- 
count and  the  social  security  trust  funds. 
In  calculating  the  amounts  to  be  trans- 
ferred from  the  account  to  the  funds  or 
vice  versa,  the  railroad  retirement  ac- 
count is,  in  effect,  charged  with  the  taxes 
that  would  have  been  paid  for  social 
security  purposes  if  railroad  service  had 
been  social  security  employment  and, 
contrariwise,  the  social  security  trust 
funds  are  charged  with  the  amount  of 
benefits  that  would  have  been  paid  by 
the  Social  Security  Administration  un- 
der the  same  hypothesis. 

Accordingly,  existing  law  further  pro- 
vides that  the  railroad  retirement  tax 
rates  would  be  increased  automatically 
with  respect  to  years  after  1964  by  the 
same  amount  by  which  the  effective  so- 
cial security  tax  rate  for  those  years  ex- 
ceeds 2%  percent.  Contrary  to  this  co- 
ordinating principle,  however,  section 
16(d)  of  the  bill  as  passed  by  the  House, 
would  gear  the  automatic  increase  in 
railroad  retirement  tax  rates  for  years 
after  1964  to  the  rate  set  by  the  social 
security  tax  schedule  now  in  effect.  The 
result  of  this  would  be  that  increases — 
or  decreases — in  the  tax  rate  schedule 
such  as  proposed  by  the  bill,  would  have 
no  effect  on  the  railroad  retirement  tax 
rates;  and  this  would  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  the  financing  of  the  railroad 
retirement  program. 

Existing  law  also  takes  account  of  the 
higher  tax  rates  paid  by  railroad  em- 
ployees for  the  support  of  the  railroad 
retirement  system  than  those  paid  by 
employees  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
social  security  system.  This  is  achieved 
by  a  provision  which  guarantees  that 
benefits  for  a  month  under  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  to  an  employee,  his  de- 
pendents or  survivors  shall  be  no  less 
than  110  percent  of  the  amount,  or  the 
additional  amount,  that  would  have  been 
payable  to  all  persons  under  the  Social 
Security  Act  of  the  employee's  railroad 
service  had  been  employment  subject  to 
the  Social  Security  Act.  To  give  effect 
to  this  provision,  it  is  necessary  to  amend 
section  l(q)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  to  provide  that  references  in  that 
act  to  the  Social  Security  Act  is  a  refer- 
ence to  that  act  as  most  recently  amend- 
ed, and  this  is  what  subsection  (a)  of 
section  14  of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  would  do. 
The  effect  of  this  change  would  be  that, 
in  computing  the  railroad  retirement 
benefits  under  this  guaranty  provision, 
account  will  be  taken  of  the  increase  in 
benefits  under  the  Social  Security  Act. 
These  increases  in  railroad  retirement 
benefits  would  be  largely  for  widows  and 
surviving  children  where  the  need  is  un- 
doubtedly the  greatest. 

Subsections  (b),  (c),  and  (d)  of  sec- 
tion 14  of  the  reported  bill  would  pro- 
vide benefits  for  children  between  the 
ages  of  18  and  21  inclusive,  while  at- 


tending recognized  schools.  This  is  ex- 
actly what  is  provided  for  in  the  bill  for 
such  children  covered  under  the  social 
security  system  Obviously,  children  of 
deceased  railroad  employees  should  also 
have  these  rights. 

Subsection  (e)  of  section  14  of  the  re- 
ported bill  relates  to  benefits  to  survi- 
vors of  railroad  employees.  Such  bene- 
fits are  payable  either  under  the  Rail- 
road Retirement  Act  or  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act,  but  not  both,  with  service 
credits  under  both  systems  being  com- 
bined to  determine  eligibility  for,  and 
the  amount  of,  the  benefits.  In  general, 
benefits  are  paid  under  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  if  the  employee  had  a 
current  connection  with  the  railroad  in- 
dustry at  the  time  of  his  death.  As  you 
know,  the  maximum  annual  creditable 
compensation  under  the  Railroad  Re- 
tirement Act  now  is  $5,400  a  year.  Under 
present  law,  as  well  as  under  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  House,  social  security 
wages  credits  may  not  be  included  to  in- 
crease the  combined  creditable  yearly 
earnings  above  $4,800  in  calculating  the 
benefits  to  survivors  of  employees  under 
the  regular  railroad  retirement  formula, 
even  though  the  bill  would  increase  the 
$4,800  to  $5,400  a  year  for  the  Social  Se- 
curity Act.  The  amendments  made  by 
subsection  (e)  would  permit  wage  cred- 
its to  be  added  to  the  railroad  service 
credits  to  permit  the  use  of  a  maximum 
$5,400  a  year  in  calculating  monthly  sur- 
vivor benefits  under  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act. 

Subsection  (f)  provides  thhe  effective 
dates  of  these  amendments  to  correspond 
to  the  dates  of  the  amendments  to  the 
Social  Security  Act. 

Before  closing,  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  discuss  for  a  moment  the  financing 
of  these  amendments.  There  is  now  an 
actuarial  deficit  in  the  financing  of  the 
benefits  under  the  Railroad  Retirement 
Act  of  about  $19  million  a  year.  The 
cost  of  continuing  in  effect  the  long  es- 
tablished coordination  between  the  two 
systems,  as  my  amendment  would  do, 
that  is,  the  cost  of  providing  the  benefit 
increases  to  widows  and  surviving  chil- 
dren, would  be  about  $19.2  million  a  year. 
The  cost  of  providing  the  benefits  for 
schoolchildren  between  the  ages  of  18 
and  21  would  be  about  $2.5  million  a  year, 
making  a  total  of  $21.7  million  a  year. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  additional  reve- 
nue to  the  system  that  would  result  from 
my  amendment  which  would  strike  out 
section  16(d)  from  the  bill  as  passed  by 
the  House,  would  be  about  $11.2  million 
a  year,  thus  making  the  total  cost  of 
my  amendments  $10.5  million  a  year — 
$21.7  million  minus  $11.2  million.  The 
deficit  to  the  system,  however,  would  be 
increased  by  only  $6.4  million  rather 
than  $10.5  million.  That  is  the  deficit 
would  not  go  up  from  the  present  $19 
million  to  $29.5  million  but  only  to  $25.4 
million — an  increase  of  only  $6.4  million 
a  year.  The  reason  for  this  is  that  the, 
bill  as  passed  by  the  House  would  reduce 
the  present  deficit  by  about  $4  million  a 
year,  but  this  reduction  would  be  at  the 
expense  of  the  much  needed  increase  in 
benefits  for  widows  and  surviving  chil- 
dren of  railroad  employees  where  the 
need  is  greatest. 
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An  actuarial  deficit  in  the  financing  of 
the  railroad  retirement  system  of  about 
one-half  of  1  percent  of  taxable  payroll 
is  considered  to  be  within  the  range  of 
actuarial  tolerance.  The  deficit  which 
would  result  from  my  amendments 
would  be  only  very  slightly  over  one-half 
of  1  percent  but  is  fully  justified  in  view 
of  the  need  of  the  benefit  increase  for 
widows  and  surviving  children  as  well  as 
the  importance  of  providing  benefits  for 
schoolchildren  between  the  ages  of  18 
and  21. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  these  amend- 
ments were  approved  by  the  Senate  Fi- 
nance Committee  for  the  very  reason 
that  I  urge  their  enactment  by  the  Sen- 
ate. The  coordination  between  the  two 
systems  has  been  carefully  developed  by 
the  Congress  after  many  years  of  con- 
sideration by  all  parties  concerned  with 
the  soundness  of  both  the  railroad  re- 
tirement system  and  the  social  security 
system.  Failure  to  enact  these  amend- 
ments would  be  a  breach  of  faith  to  rail- 
road employees  because  they  have  been 
constantly  assured  that  this  congres- 
sional policy  of  coordination  of  the  sys- 
tems would  continue. 

Mr.  SCOTT.  Mr.  President,  I  am  very 
pleased,  indeed,  that  the  Senate  yester- 
day adopted  an  amendment,  introduced 
by  my  senior  colleague,  and  cosponsored 
by  me,  which  would  exempt  members  of 
the  Old  Order  Amish,  a  religious  sect  in 
Pennsylvania  and  several  other  neigh- 
boring States,  from  payment  of  social  se- 
curity taxes. 

The  Senate's  action  makes  possible  the 
solution  of  a  vexing  and  long-standing 
problem.  The  Amish  sincerely  and  deep- 
ly feel  that  by  paying  social  security 
taxes,  they  are  participating  in  an  in- 
surance program  that  violates  their 
deeply  held  religious  scruples.  They  do 
not  accept  social  security  benefits,  be- 
cause they  already  adequately  provide 
for  their  own  aged  and  infirm  loved  ones, 
relatives,  friends,  and  neighbors. 

The  Treasury  Department,  which 
drafted  this  amendment,  has,  I  am  happy 
to  say,  withdrawn  its  previous  objection 
to  this  proposal.  Thanks  to  the  persist- 
ence of  several  Amish  bishops  and  the 
continuing  pressure  of  several  interested 
Members  of  Congress,  we  were  able  to 
enlist,  through  personal  meetings,  sym- 
pathetic and  understanding  attention  to 
the  problems  of  the  Amish  by  officials 
of  the  Treasury  and  of  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration.  As  a  result,  a 
mutually  satisfactory  proposal  was 
drafted,  in  the  form  approved  yesterday 
by  the  Senate. 

Simple  justice  demands  enactment  of 
this  proposal.  Otherwise,  the  Amish  face 
seizure  of  their  barns,  horses,  and  farm 
machinery  on  a  far  larger  scale  than  oc- 
curred several  years  ago  when  this  prob- 
lem first  came  to  the  public's  attention. 
These  people  have  a  right  to  the  free 
exercise  of  their  religion.  Since  they  do 
responsibly  take  care  of  their  own,  their 
nonparticipation  in  the  social  security 
program  cannot  possibly  weaken  or  dis- 
rupt its  operation. 

Therefore,  I  strongly  urge  the  Senate 
conferees  on  the  social  security  bill  to 
insist  on  retention  of  this  amendment 


in  the  bill,  and  I  respectfully  urge  their 
counterparts  in  the  other  body  to  accept 
it. 

Decency,  tolerance,  and  understanding 
demand  favorable  action  by  this  confer- 
ence, in  this  session  of  Congress. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  first  day  he  entered  this  Chamber, 
the  junior  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Kennedy]  has  been  a  strong,  work- 
ing advocate  of  medicare  through  social 
security,  and  of  increased  and  expanded 
benefits  under  the  Federal  old  age,  sur- 
vivors and  disability  insurance  program. 
As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  of 
Federal,  State,  and  Community  Services 
of  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging,  he 
has  studied  firsthand  the  overwhelming 
needs  of  a  large  number  of  our  older  citi- 
zens who  are  striving  to  five  meaningful 
and  secure  lives  on  a  minimum  of  sub- 
sistence and  community  care.  A  report 
from  the  Aging  Committee,  issued  just 
yesterday,  entitled  "Services  for  Senior 
Citizens,"  was  developed  from  hearings 
conducted  by  Senator  Kennedy. 

I  know  he  would  want  to  be  here  today 
to  raise  his  voice  in  support  of  this  leg- 
islation, and  in  particular  the  medicare 
section  of  the  bill.  I  am  sure  that  in  the 
future,  we  will  hear  from  him  loud  and 
clear  in  pursuit  of  stronger  legislation 
to  enrich  the  lives  of  those  in  their  later 
years. 

I  want  to  express  to  him,  on  behalf 
of  his  friends  in  the  Senate,  sincere  ap- 
preciation for  his  interest  and  his  labors 
in  this  area  of  legislation  and  wish  him 
well  in  his  recovery. 

I  should  like  to  end  with  a  quote  from 
prior  statements  of  his  which  I  think 
best  sums  up  Ted  Kennedy's  feelings  in 
this  regard: 

This  is  the  richest  nation  on  earth,  and 
I  do  not  believe  that  hardships  and  want 
should  be  the  reward  which  we  give  our 
senior  citizens,  who  have  served  us  long- 
est *  *  *.  Security  in  old  age  should  not 
be  limited  to  those  with  high  retirement  'in- 
comes. For  the  cost  of  ill  health  strikes  all 
alike  *  *  *.  In  my  judgment,  legislation 
for  our  older  citizens  is  a  matter  of  highest 
congressional  priority. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendments  and  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a 
third  time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  am  prepared  to  yield  back  the 
remainder  of  my  time  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
back  the  remainder  of  my  time. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays  on 
passage  of  the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
has  now  been  yielded  back. 

The  bill  having  been  read  the  third 
time,  the  question  is,  Shall  it  pass?  On 
this  question  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered ;  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 


The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  be- 
cause of  circumstances  over  which  at 
least  one  Senator  had  no  control,  and 
because  of  the  suddenness  of  the  vote,  I 
would  hope  that  the  Senate  would  con- 
sider— if  it  is  possible — on  a  unanimous- 
consent  basis — a  recess  for  5  minutes. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  know 
about  the  circumstances.  Certainly,  I 
shall  not  object. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Delaware  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  my  question  is  whether  or  not 
it  is  in  order  to  have  a  recess  during  a 
yea-and-nay  vote,  so  that  Senators  could 
ask  questions  and  make  parliamentary 
inquiries  for  a  few  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  did  not  hear  the  Senator's  in- 
quiry. Will  he  please  restate  it? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  May  I 
direct  a  parliamentary  inquiry  to  the 
Chair?  I  am  about  to  suggest  that  the 
Chair  take  time  to  confer  with  the  Par- 
liamentarian on  my  question  as  to 
whether  there  is  a  precedent  for  a  recess 
during  a  yea-and-nay  vote — and  I  am 
not  in  any  hurry  for  the  answer. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  rule  on  that  question  presently. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Are  we  still  in  ses- 
sion or  are  we  in  limbo?  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  call  for 
the  regular  order. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  that  point? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  Delaware.  Mr. 
President,  I  withdraw  my  parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The  rollcall  was  concluded. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE  (after  having  voted  in 
the  negative).  Mr.  President,  on  this 
vote  I  have  a  pair  with  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr.  Inouye].  If 
he  were  present  and  voting,  he  would 
vote  "yea."  If  I  were  at  liberty  to  vote, 
I  would  vote  "nay."  I  therefore  with- 
draw my  vote. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright],  the  Senator  from  Hawaii  [Mr. 
Inouye],  and  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Magnuson]  are  absent  on 
official  business. 

I  also  announce  that  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]  and  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill]  are 
absent  because  cf  illness. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

I  further  announce  that  the  Senator 
from  Indiana  [Mrs  Hartke]  is  absent 
because  of  a  death  in  the  family. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Kennedy]  is  paired 
with  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Simpson].   If  present  and  voting,  the 
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Senator  from  Massachusetts  would  vote 
"yea"  and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
would  vote  "nay." 

I  further  announce  that,  if  present 
and  voting,  the  Senator  from  Wash- 
ington [Mr.  Magnuson],  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  and 
the  Senator  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Hartke] 
would  each  vote  "yea." 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater], 
the  Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Hicken- 
looper]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Wyoming 
[Mr.  Simpson]  are  necessarily  absent. 

On  this  vote,  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  Simpson]  is  paired  with 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy].  If  present  and  voting,  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  would  vote 
"nay"  and  the  Senator  from  Massachu- 
setts would  vote  "yea". 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  60, 
nays  28,  as  follows: 

[No.  561  Leg.] 

YEAS— 60 


Aiken 

Hart 

Muskie 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Nelson 

Bartlett 

Humphrey 

Neuberger 

Bayh 

Javits 

Pastore 

Beall 

Johnston 

Pell 

Bible 

Jordan,  N.C. 

Prouty 

Boggs 

Keating 

Proxmire 

Brewster 

Kuchel 

Randolph 

Burdick 

Long,  Mo. 

Ribicoff 

Byrd,  W.  Va. 

Long,  La. 

Russell 

Cannon 

Mansfield 

I'alii-'ger 

Case 

McCarthy 

Scott 

Church 

McGee 

Smathers 

Clark 

McGovern 

Smith 

Cotton 

Mclntyre 

Symington 

Dodd 

McNamara 

Talmadge 

Douglas 

Metcalf 

Walters 

Fong 

Monroney 

Williams,  N.J. 

Gore 

Morse 

Yarborough 

Gruening 

Moss 

Young,  Ohio 

NAYS — 28 

Allott 

Ervin 

Robertson 

Bennett 

Holland 

Saltonstall 

Carlson 

Hruska 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Jordan,  Idaho 

Stennis 

Curtis 

McClellan 

Thurmond 

Dirksen 

Mechem 

Tower 

Dominick 

Miller 

Williams,  Del. 

Eastland 

Morton 

Young,  N.  Dak 

Edmondson 

Mundt 

Ellender 

Pearson 

NOT  VOTING— 

-12 

Byrd,  Va. 

Hickenlooper 

Kennedy 

Fulbright 

Hill 

Lausche 

Goldwater 

Inouye 

Magnuson 

Hartke 

Jackson 

Simpson 

So  the  bill  (H.R.  11865) 

was  passed. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.    Mr.  President 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  yield  without  losing  the 
floor. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  I  move  to 
reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
to  lay  that  motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Presi- 
dent, I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Senate  be  authorized 
to  make  all  necessary  technical  and 
grammatical  corrections  in  the  bill  which 
was  just  passed,  and  that  the  bill  as 
passed  by  the  Senate  be  printed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  LONG  of  Louisiana.  I  move  that 
the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendments  and 


request  a  conference  with  the  House 
thereon,  and  that  the  Chair  appoint  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Byrd  of 
Virginia,  Mr.  Long  of  Louisiana,  Mr. 
Smathers,  Mr.  Anderson,  Mr.  Gore,  Mr. 
Williams  of  Delaware,  and  Mr.  Carlson 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  voted 
"nay"  on  the  passage  of  H.R.  11865,  the 
Social  Security  Act  amendments  of  1964, 
which  was  just  passed  by  the  Senate. 

I  wish  the  Record  to  show  that  I  would 
have  been  glad  to  vote  for  this  measure 
except  for  the  fact  that  it  includes  the 
so-called  medicare  amendment  offered 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Ten- 
nessee [Mr.  Gore]  and  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander- 
son]. 

I  am  particularly  strong  for  those  fea- 
tures of  the  bill  which  would  have  added 
to  the  payments  to  be  made  to  social 
security  recipients  and  would  have  per- 
mitted them  to  earn  more  without  being 
penalized  as  to  their  social  security 
payments. 

My  reasons  for  opposing  the  medicare 
features  are  many.  I  believe  stating  one 
would  be  sufficient.  The  addition  of  this 
particular  amendment  would  bring  the 
payroll  tax  to  10.4  percent  or  more — and 
I  believe  it  would  be  nearer  11  percent — 
and  this  to  my  mind  marks  the  beginning 
of  a  destructive  process  which  might  well 
destroy  the  whole  social  security  struc- 
ture. 

Everyone  knows  that  the  medicare 
provisions  included  in  the  act  are  but  a 
beginning.  Feeling  as  strongly  as  I  do 
that  these  provisions  cannot  be  added  to 
the  act  without  undermining  the  entire 
structure,  which  I  think  is  a  very  valu- 
able one  to  the  Nation,  I  have  voted 
against  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  the  con- 
ferees in  their  good  judgment  will  bring 
.back  to  us  a  conference  report  which  I 
shall  be  able  to  support,  because  I  am 
anxious  to  vote  for  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  when  the  medicare  provisions  are 
excluded.  I  approve  the  wisdom  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  and  of  our  own 
Finance  Committee  in  refusing  to  over- 
burden the  bill  by  adding  medicare. 

Mr.  ERVIN.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
a  very  good  case  can  be  made  for  the 
proposition  that  my  political  valor  ex- 
ceeds my  political  discretion.  I  say  this 
because  I  voted  against  passage  of  the 
amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act. 

As  amended  by  the  Senate,  the  bill 
might  be  calculated  to  promote  the  po- 
litical health  of  its  sponsors.  It  is  cer- 
tainly grossly  inadequate  to  promote  the 
health  of  its  supposed  beneficiaries. 

The  hospital  and  nursing  home  pro- 
gram which  the  amended  bill  would  set 
up  is  grossly  inadequate.  It  would  take 
several  billions  of  dollars  to  provide  an 
adequate  health  program  for  the  Amer- 
ican people,  and  for  that  reason  no  at- 
tempt should  be  made  to  tie  a  health 
program  for  the  American  people  to  the 
social  security  system. 

I  entertain  the  opinion  just  expressed 
by  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol- 
land], to  the  effect  that  the  bill,  which 
provides  for  an  increase  in  the  social 


security  tax  to  10.'4  percent,  is  the  be- 
ginning of  the  destruction  of  the  social' 
security  system. 

So  far  as  I  have  been  able  to  ascer- 
tain by  inquiry  and  by  reading,  every 
economist  who  has  expresed  an  opinion 
on  the  subject  has  flatly  declared  that 
we  cannot  safely,  from  the  standpoint 
of  economic  solvency,  impose  a  total  so- 
cial security  tax  upon  payrolls  in  excess 
of  10  percent  of  the  covered  payrolls. 

The  bill  goes  beyond  that  limit  by  pro- 
viding for  the  imposition  of  a  social  se- 
curity tax  totaling  at  least  10.4  percent 
of  the  payrolls  to  which  it  applies. 

Furthermore,  this  is  the  wrong  way  to 
provide  medical  care  for  those  who  are 
unable  to  provide  medical  care  for  them- 
selves. 

When  all  is  said,  the  social  security 
tax  is  another  income  tax.  It  is  imposed 
on  portions  of  the  same  wages  and  por- 
tions of  the  same  compensation  on  which 
the  income  tax  is  imposed. 

Furthermore,  it  is  imposed  upon  the 
same  payroll  as  that  on  which  the  un- 
employment insurance  taxes  are  im- 
posed. 

Under  this  tax  virtually  everyone  in 
the  lower  income  brackets  who  received 
anything  under  the  tax  reduction  bill 
which  was  passed  earlier  in  the  session 
would  have  a  substantial  part  of  the 
benefits  taken  away  from  him  in  added 
social  security  taxes. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  bill  as  it  has 
been  passed  by  the  Senate,  a  person  mak- 
ing $5,600  as  a  total  income  would  pay 
exactly  the  same  social  security  taxes, 
not  only  for  social  security  purposes  but 
also  for  so-called  medicare  purposes,  that 
a  man  earning  a  million  dollars  a  year 
would  pay.  He  would  pay  this  tax,  which 
is  another  form  of  income  tax,  without 
the  benefit  of  any  deductions  and  with- 
out the  benefit  of  any  exemptions. 

I  would  have  voted  for  the  bill  as  it 
came  over  from  the  House.  I  would  have 
voted  for  the  original  amendment  of- 
fered by  the  junior  Senator  from  Louisi- 
ana [Mr.  Long].  However,  I  cannot  in 
good  conscience  cast  a  vote  which  I  hon- 
estly believe,  from  all  the  study  I  have 
made  of  this  subject,  is  the  beginning  of 
the  destruction  of  the  entire  social  se- 
curity system. 

I  believe  an  obligation  rests  upon  all 
taxpayers  to  provide  medical  care  for 
those  who  are  incapable  of  providing 
medical  care  for  themselves.  That  bur- 
den should  be  imposed  upon  the  tax- 
payers in  accordance  with  their  ability 
to  pay. 

The  bill  violates  the  principle  of  ability 
to  pay,  for,  as  I  have  said,  a  person  earn- 
ing $5,600  is  put  under  the  same  obliga- 
tion as  a  person  earning  $1  million.  Be- 
sides, the  bill  is  grossly  inadequate.  It 
provides  nothing  to  take  care  of  the  fees 
of  physicians  and  surgeons  of  those  who 
are  unable  to  pay  such  fees.  It  provides 
nothing  to  take  care  of  the  cost  of  drugs 
or  medicines  used  in  the  homes  of  the 
people.  Moreover,  the  hospitalization 
and  nursing  home  provisions  ignore  the 
plight  of  those  who  suffer  from  chronic 
or  incurable  ills. 

For  some  strange  reason,  those  who 
say  that  the  so-called  medicare  proposal 
should  be  passed  in  order  to  provide 
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medical  care  for  those  who  are  unable 
to  provide  it  for  themselves  insist  that 
Congress  should  also  provide  for  medical 
care  on  like  terms  for  persons  like  Nel- 
son Rockefeller,  who  is  reputed  to  be 
worth  millions  and  millions  of  dollars.  I 
use  him  merely  as  an  example  of  some  of 
those  for  whom  advocates  of  the  medi- 
care program  manifest  a  concern  equal 
to  that  they  manifest  for  those  unable  to 
provide  medical  care  for  themselves. 

I  share  1  ae  hope  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  that  the  House 
will  send  the  bill  to  conference  and  that 
the  conference  committee  will  file  a  re- 
port which  eliminates  the  so-called  medi- 
care features  and  reduces  the  total 
amount  of  the  social  security  tax  to  a 
sum  which  will  not  exceed  10  percent  of 
the  taxable  payrolls,  which  the  econo- 
mists say  is  the  maximum  tax  which 
can  safely  be  placed  upon  the  payrolls 
that  are  covered  by  social  security. 

I  am  sorry  that  the  Senate  has  taken 
the  action  it  has.  In  my  opinion,  such 
action  converts  the  good  social  security 
bill,  passed  by  the  House,  into  a  bill  which 
is  not  only  grossly  inadequate  to  provide 
hospitalization  for  those  who  need  it, 
but  also  is  an  affront  to  sound  fiscal 
policy,  which  must  be  observed  if  the 
social  security  system  is  to  be  saved  or 
if  we  are  to  avoid,  in  this  country,  the 
ultimate  nationalization  of  business  and 
industry.  In  closing,  I  wish  to  say  that 
I  am  a  strong  advocate  of  a  sound  social 
security  system,  and  for  that  reason  hope 
that  a  conference  committee  will  reject 
the  Senate  amendments  and  recommend 
a  measure  for  which  I  can  conscientously 
vote. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE  subsequently  said:  Mr. 
President,  I  have  a  pair  to  the  Senator 
from  Hawaii  on  this  issue.  Therefore,  I 
did  not  cast  my  vote.  If  I  had  voted,  I 
would  have  voted  "nay."  I  wish  now  to 
state  the  reasons  for  the  judgment  which 
I  reached. 

First,  I  assumed  it  to  be  a  fact  that  in 
the  House  both  a  medicare  plan  and  a 
plan  to  increase  the  benefits  paid  to  the 
recipients  of  social  security  were  con- 
sidered. 

The  House  decided  that  it  could  not 
give  both,  but  that  it  could,  and  did,  give 
an  increase  in  the  amounts  that  will  be 
paid  monthly  to  the  beneficiaries  of  the 
fund. 

The  bill  came  from  the  House  to  the 
Senate  in  that  form.  The  Senate  de- 
cided not  only  to  increase  the  monthly 
benefits  to  the  beneficiaries  of  the  fund, 
but  also  to  include  a  medicare  program 
in  the  bill. 

Yesterday  I  stated  that  I  could  not 
subscribe  to  both.  I  stated  that  I  was 
willing  to  take  one  or  the  other.  I  would 
have  voted  for  the  inclusion  of  the  social 
security  measure  in  conformity  with  the 
vote  which  I  cast  in  1960  and  in  1962. 

The  fund  cannot  actuarially  stand  the 
burden  of  these  two  recent  expenditures. 
On  the  basis  of  its  present  operations,  it 
runs  into  a  deficit  of  $500  million  a  year. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  bill  which  has 
been  passed,  the  deficit  will  be  $2  billion 
a  year. 

This  is  an  insurance  fund.  There  is 
no  justification  for  expecting  that  an  in- 
surance fund  operated  by  the  Govern- 


ment can  survive  without  the  application 
of  the  same  principles  that  exist  in  a 
private  insurance  company.  In  spite  of 
that  conviction — and  I  am  quite  sure  that 
it  prevails  with  other  Senators — it  has 
been  concluded  today  that  we  do  not  have 
to  maintain  actuarial  soundness  in  a 
Government  insurance  fund.  I  cannot 
subscribe  to  that  principle. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  Senators  to 
the  status  of  the  Foreign  Service  retire- 
ment fund  of  the  Government.  In  our 
Government  we  have  the  railroad  re- 
tirement fund,  the  social  security  in- 
surance fund,  the  Foreign  Service  fund, 
and  the  civil  service  employees  retire- 
ment fund.  My  remarks  will  now  be 
directed  to  the  Foreign  Service  retire- 
ment fund.  I  am  sure  that  if  the  peo- 
ple of  the  country  knew  how  we  have 
managed  that  fund,  they  would  rise  in 
rebellion  and  begin  to  wonder  what  is 
going  to  happen  to  the  civil  service  re- 
tirement fund  and  to  the  social  security 
fund. 

I  have  already  stated  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  that  the  Foreign  Service  re- 
tirement fund  was  established  in  1924. 
According  to  my  present  recollection,  in 
the  course  of  the  40  years  that  followed, 
liberalizations  were  made  in  payments  to 
the  retirees.  The  liberalizations  dif- 
fered. Some  were  by  increasing  the 
amounts  paid;  others  were  by  reducing 
the  qualifications  and  the  length  of  serv- 
ice required.  In  any  event,  15  liberaliza- 
tions were  made  in  the  40-year  period. 
When  the  fund  was  established,  the  ac- 
tuaries set  up  an  organization  which  in- 
sured the  solvency  of  the  fund  if  those 
actuarial  directions  were  followed. 

At  the  end  of  40  years  what  is  the 
status  of  the  fund?  The  Government 
owes  the  fund  $284  million.  However, 
that  is  an  innocuous  aspect,  because  the 
Government  can  pay  it.  But  the  fund, 
in  order  to  continue  in  life  and  virility, 
would  require  a  contribution  of  30  per- 
cent a  year  of  the  salaries  of  the  employ- 
ees of  the  Foreign  Service.  Manifestly 
no  employee  will  be  able  to  pay  15  per- 
cent of  his  salary  into  the  fund.  The 
present  law  requires  them  to  pay  6  y2  per- 
cent. In  the  Foreign  Service  there  are 
employees  who  earn  $20,000,  $25,000,  and 
$17,000  a  year. 

I  ask  Senators  to  ponder  the  situation. 
To  keep  the  fund  alive,  there  should  be 
paid  into  it  each  year  an  amount  equal 
to  30  percent  of  the  wages  earned  by  the 
employees  of  the  Foreign  Service. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Ribicoff]  made  the  statement  that  the 
moment  we  get  above  10  percent,  we  en- 
ter the  field  of  diminishing  returns  and 
there  might  be  an  adverse  impact  upon 
the  economy  of  the  Government. 

How  will  the  30  percent  that  is  sup- 
posed to  go  into  the  Foreign  Service  re- 
tirement fund  to  keep  it  sound  be  paid? 
We  shall  not  have  the  courage  to  make 
the  workers  pay  15  percent.  They  will 
continue  to  pay  6V2  percent.  The  tax- 
payers will  have  to  pay  23  M>  percent  of 
salaries  now  at  the  level  of  $25,000,  $20,- 
000,  and  below.  How  can  we  do  it?  How 
can  we  face  the  taxpayer  and  tell  him 
that  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentatives have  acted  prudently  in  the 
managment  of  an  insurance  fund  when 
that  situation  exists? 


I  respectfully  say  that  anyone  who 
dares  make  the  statement  that  the  fund 
was  managed  with  sagacity  and  reason 
ought  to  drop  his  eyes  in  shame  because 
the  fact  is  that  it  was  not. 

Why  do  I  describe  the  situation  with 
respect  to  the  Foreign  Service  fund? 
Because  in  my  opinion,  may  I  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  we 
are  heading  in  that  direction  with  regard 
to  the  social  security  fund.  Yesterday 
one  of  the  proponents  of  the  bill,  after 
the  Gore  amendment  was  adopted,  went 
on  to  explain  that  the  burden  of  the  Gore 
amendment  was  in  excess  of  the  ability 
of  the  fund  to  stand  it,  and  in  an  amount 
that  was  not  conducive  to  the  future  life 
of  the  fund.  However,  he  expected  that 
in  the  conference  committee  the  excess 
amounts  would  be  washed  out. 

That  is  a  very  optimistic  expectation. 
It  may  be  achieved  in  the  conference. 
But  I  wish  to  warn  that  2  years  from 
now,  when  another  election  will  be  held 
on  a  national  basis,  in  accordance  with 
the  words  of  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
[Mr.  Cooper]  spoken  yesterday,  the  Con- 
gress will  again  liberalize  the  payments. 
It  will  increase  the  hospitalization  and 
the  nursing  care.  It  probably  will  in- 
clude drugs  and  doctors'  services.  How 
will  the  fund  survive?  It  simply  will  not 
do  so. 

I  think  a  tragic  situation  prevails 
among  our  people  when  they  do  not 
understand  the  truth  about  what  is  hap- 
pening. And  they  do  not  understand  it, 
because  from  the  Halls  of  this  Capitol 
is  going  word  of  the  good  that  we  are 
doing  for  the  people.  Of  what  conse- 
quence will  the  fund  be  if  we  bankrupt 
it?  We  induce  the  people  to  think  only 
of  today,  and  not  of  tomorrow  and  the 
days  to  follow. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  have 
voted  for  the  measure.  Politically  it 
would  have  been  profitable,  but  I  would 
not  have  been  true  to  myself.  Yesterday 
I  voted  against  the  Gore  amendment. 
I  joined  43  other  Senators  in  doing  so. 

Today  Senators  who  voted  against  the 
Gore  amendment  and  felt  they  were 
right  yesterday  abjectly  bowed  their 
heads  and  said,  "What  we  did  yesterday 
was  wrong,  and  today  we  will  vote  for  it." 

Why  did  they  change  their  minds  be- 
tween yesterday  and  today?  I  wanted 
to  do  it,  but  if  I  had  done  so  I  would  have 
had  to  declare  that  my  thinking  yester- 
day was  wrong  and  false,  or  I  would  have 
had  to  confess  the  truth  that  today  I 
did  not  have  the  courage  to  stand  by  my 
honest  convictions. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  yield  to  the  Sena- 
tor from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I, 
too,  voted  against  the  bill.  I  wish  I  had 
been  able  to  vote  for  some  of  the  good 
features  of  the  b'll,  such  as  the  increase 
in  the  monthly  payments  for  the  aged. 
But,  as  the  Senator  from  Ohio  has 
pointed  out,  the  medical  care  that  will 
be  provided  in  the  bill  will  not  be  what 
the  old  people  expect,  and  the  demand 
will  soon  be  made  to  increase  those  bene- 
fits, and  the/cost  is  likely  to  increase  five- 
fold or  teiifold,  Who  is  going  to  pay 
the  increased  charge?  Since  the  con- 
tribution (cannot  be  lincreased  over  10.4 
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percent,  the  Treasury  will  have  to  bear  it. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  Yes,  but  if  the  Treas- 
ury pays  it,  the  taxpayers  will  have  to 
pay  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  and  that  is 
what  is  going  to  happen. 

As  I  pointed  out  yesterday,  we  have  a 
splendid  plan  in  my  State  of  Louisiana. 
We  have  had  that  plan  for  25  years. 
Our  plan  envisions  a  full  measure  of 
hospitalization  for  people  above  65  years 
of  age  who  are  unable  to  pay.  We  have 
been  taxing  ourselves  for  the  past  25  or 
30  years  to  attain  that  goal. 

As  I  also  stated  yesterday,  this  pro- 
gram will  be  put  into  effect  in  order  to 
permit  States  that  have  been  dragging 
their  feet  in  the  past  in  providing  help 
for  their  aged. 

I  express  the  hope,  as  my  good  friend 
from  Ohio  has  just  stated,  that  the  con- 
ferees will  strike  out  the  medicare  pro- 
vision, so  that  all  of  us  can  join  and  vote 
for  the  good  features  that  were  incorpo- 
rated in  the  bill  that  came  from  the  Fi- 
nance Committee  to  the  floor. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Ohio  yield? 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.    I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  yielding.  I  am  very  sorry  that  I  felt 
impelled  to  vote  against  H.R.  11865  to- 
day, but  it  was  a  logical  consequence  of 
my  vote  yesterday  against  the  Gore 
amendment.  Yesterday,  in  speaking  on 
the  Gore  amendment,  I  expressed  my  re- 
gret that  I  could  not  vote  for  it,  for  I 
believe  that  any  effective  plan  of  hospital 
care  covering  all  of  the  18  million  peo- 
ple 65  years  of  age  and  over  would  have 
to  be  based  upon  the  social  security  sys- 
tem. Yet  I  could  not  vote  for  the  Gore 
amendment  because  no  evidence  was  of- 
fered in  committee,  or  on  the  Senate 
floor — in  fact,  every  bit  of  the  proof  was 
to  the  contrary — that  the  amendment 
was  fiscally  sound  and  that  its  cost  could 
be  sustained  by  social  security  taxes. 

The  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Long],  said  categorically  that  the 
increase  in  social  security  taxes  levied  in 
the  bill  would  not  support  both  the  in- 
creases in  social  security  payments  and 
the  Gore  proposals  for  hospital  care. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Anderson],  who  was  one  of  the  chief 
sponsors  of  the  medical  care  proposal,  a 
mar:  we  hold  in  high  respect,  suggested, 
after  the  vote  had  been  cast,  that  it  would 
be  necessary  in  the  Senate-House  con- 
ference for  the  conferees  to  make  any 
necessary  adjustments  to  assure  actu- 
arial soundness. 

The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare,  Mr.  Celebrezze,  testifying 
before  the  committee,  said,  according  to 
the  statements  which  have  been  laid  on 
our  desks,  that  an  increase  of  regular 
payments  to  those  under  the  social  se- 
curity system,  and  the  additional  cost 
of  medical  care  must  be  kept  on  a  rea- 
sonable tax  basis;  and  upon  that  basis, 
he  gave  his  support  to  the  bill  before  us. 

The  former  Secretary  of  Health,  Edu- 
cation, and  Welfare,  now  a  distinguished 
member  of  this  body,  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut  [Mr.  Ribicoff],  made  the 
statement  in  the  hearings  that  if  the 
King-Anderson  bill — which  became  the 


Gore  amendment — were  imposed  on  the 
House  bill,  providing  increased  payments 
for  beneficiaries  under  the  social  secur- 
ity system,  it  would  require  a  tax  base  of 
$6,600  rather  than  the  $5,400  which  was 
originally  proposed  in  the  bill  and  later 
raised  to  $5,600  by  the  Gore  amendment. 

I  must  be  fair  and  say  that  the  Gore 
amendment  made  some  changes  in  bene- 
fits and  reduced  the  total  cost  to  the 
system.  Nevertheless,  one  cannot  escape 
the  conclusion  that  no  one  in  this  body 
says  that  today  increases  in  benefits 
under  the  regular  social  security  sys- 
tem, and  the  medical  benefits  under  the 
Gore  amendment  can  be  financed  ade- 
quately under  the  terms  of  the  bill.  This 
being  true,  I  did  not  feel  I  could  respon- 
sibly vote  for  the  bill,  for  an  unsound  bill 
will  affect  adversely  those  who  are  regu- 
lar beneficiaries  of  the  social  security 
system,  and  it  would  raise  false  hopes 
which  could  not  be  fulfilled  for  those 
65  years  of  age  and  over  who  expect  to 
receive  adequate  hospital  care  under  the 
bill. 

It  was  difficult  for  me  to  vote  as  I  did 
because  there  are  many  features  of  the 
bill  of  which  I  approve.  I  approve  the 
concept  of  hospital  care  being  provided 
under  social  security,  but  I  could  not 
in  conscience  vote  for  a  bill  which  I  be- 
lieve is  financially  unsound,  and  which 
seems  always  to  be  brought  up  after  the 
political  conventions,  and  inevitably  be- 
comes tinged  with  politics. 

This  matter — the  matter  of  providing 
adequate  social  security  benefits  for  re- 
tired persons  and  for  their  widows  and 
dependents — and  the  establishment  of 
a  system  of  hospital  care  for  the  needy 
is  too  important  to  consider  in  a  cam- 
paign atmosphere.  We  shall  see  what 
action  the  Senate-House  conferees  take 
— and  I  hope  they  will  produce  a  sound 
bill. 

Mr.  LAUSCHE.  I  am  very  apprecia- 
tive of  what  the  Senator  from  Kentucky 
has  said.  I  say  to  him  in  deep  respect 
that  when  I  find  my  thinking  in  accord 
with  his,  I  find  strength  in  the  convic- 
tion that  what  I  am  doing  is  right. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Latjsche],  who  is  a  great 
Senator  and  a  good  friend. 


In  the  Senate  of  the  United  States, 

September  3  (legislative  day,  September  1 ),  1964. 

Resolved,  That  the  bill  from  the  House  of  Representatives 
(H.R.  11865)  entitled  "An  Act  to  increase  benefits  under  the 
Federal  Old-Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance  System,  to 
provide  child's  insurance  benefits  beyond  age  18  while  in  school, 
to  provide  widow's  benefits  at  age  60  on  a  reduced  basis,  to 
provide  benefits  for  certain  individuals  not  otherwise  eligible  at 
age  72,  to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the  Trust  Funds,  to 
extend  coverage,  and  for  other  purposes",  do  pass  with  the 
following 

AMENDMENTS: 

(l)Page  1,  strike  out  lines  3  and  4,  and  insert: 

TITLE  1— SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
Sec.  101.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Social  Secu- 
rity Amendments  of  1964" . 

(2)Page  2,  line  1,  strike  out  [5-pebcent]  and  insert:  $7 

(3)Page  2,  line  3,  strike  out  [Sec.  2 J  and  insert:  Sec. 
102 


(4)Page  2,  strike  out  all  after  line  5  over  to  and  including 


page  3  and  insert: 


"TABLE  FOR  DETERMINING  PRIMARY  INSURANCE  AMOUNT  AND  MAXIMUM  FAMILY 

BENEFITS 
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(5)  Page  6,  line  13,  strike  out  [Sec.  3]  and  insert: 
Sec.  103 

(6)  Page  15,  line  11,  strike  out  [Sec.  4]  and  insert: 
Sec.  104 

(7)  Page  20,  line  10,  strike  out  [Sec.  5 J  and  insert: 
Sec.  105 

(8)  Page  21,  lines  5  and  6,  strike  out  [  (and  section  202 
(m))] 

(9)  Page  22,  line  5,  strike  out  [202)  b)  ]  and  nsert: 
202(h) 
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(10)  Page  22,  line  9,  after  "enacted"  insert:  on  the  basis 
of  applications  filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act 
is  enacted 

(11)  Page  22,  line  11,  strike  out  [Sec.  6]  and  insert: 
Sec.  106 

(12)  Page  27,  strike  out  lines  4  to  8,  inclusive,  and  insert: 
(2)  Any  individual  who  would,  upon  filing  an  applica- 
tion prior  to  January  2,  1965,  be  entitled  to  a  recomputation 
of  his  benefit  amount  for  purposes  of  title  II  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  have  filed  such  application 
on  the  earliest  date  on  which  such  application  could  have 
been  filed,  or  on  the  day  on  which  this  Act  is  enacted,  which- 
ever is  the  later. 

(13)  Page  28,  line  5,  strike  out  [6]  and  insert:  106 

(14)  Page  28,  line  16,  strike  out  [Sec.  7]  and  insert: 
Sec.  107 

(15)  Page  28,  line  19,  strike  out  [0.65]  and  insert:  0.67 

(16)  Page  28,  line  23,  strike  out  [0.4875]  and  insert: 
0.5025 

(17)  Page  29,  strike  out  lines  1  to  25,  inclusive,  over  to  and 
including  line  16  on  page  31. 
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(18)  Page  31 ,  strike  out  all  after  line  16  over  to  and  including 
line  6  on  page  37. 

(19)  Page  37,  line  8,  strike  out  [Sec.  10]  and  insert: 
Sec.  108 

(20)  Page  38,  strike  out  lines  1  to  25,  inclusive,  over  to  and 
including  line  9  on  page  39. 

(21JPage  39,  line  12,  strike  out  [Sec.  12]  and  insert: 
Sec.  109 

(22) Page  39,  line  19,  strike  out  [Sec.  13]  and  insert: 
Sec.  110 

(23)  Page  39,  line  24,  strike  out  [Sec.  14]  and  insert: 
Sec.  Ill 

(24) Page  40,  line  23,  strike  out  [Sec.  15]  and  insert: 
Sec.  112 

(25)  Page  41,  line  5,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert: 
$5,600 

(26)  Page  41,  line  16,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert: 
$5,600 

(27)  Page  41,  line  20,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert: 
$5,600 


(28)  Page  41,  line  24,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert: 
$5,600 

(29)  Page  42,  line  5,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert: 
$5,600 

(30)  Page  42,  line  16,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert: 
$5,600 

(31)  Page  42,  line  21,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert: 
$5,600 

(32)  Page  42,  line  24,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert: 
$5,600 

(33)  Page  43,  line  4,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert: 
$5,600 

(34)  Page  43,  line  12,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert: 
$5,600 

(35)  Page  43,  line  15,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert 
$5,600 

(36)  Page  43,  line  22,  strike  out  [$5,400]  and  insert 
$5,600 


(37)  Page  44,  line  8,  strike  out  [Sec.  10 J  and  insert: 
Sec.  113 

(38)  Page  44,  line  17,  strike  out  [5.7]  and  insert:  6.4 

(39)  Page  44,  line  21,  strike  out  [0]  and  insert:  6.8 

(40)  Page  45,  line  3,  strike  out  [6.8]  and  insert:  7.5 

(41)  Page  45,  line  7,  strike  out  [7.2]  and  insert:  7.8 

(42)  Page  45,  line  19,  strike  out  [3.8]  and  insert:  4\ 

(43)  Page  45,  line  21,  strike  out  [4]  and  insert:  4\ 

(44)  Page  46,  line  3,  strike  out  [4.5]  and  insert:  5 

(45)  Page  46,  line  5,  strike  out  [4.8]  and  insert:  5.2 

(46)  Page  46,  line  17,  strike  out  [3.8]  and  insert:  A\ 

(47)  Page  46,  line  19,  strike  out  [4]  and  insert:  A\ 

(48)  Page  46,  line  21,  strike  out  [4.5]  and  insert:  5 

(49)  Page  46,  line  24,  strike  out  [4.8]  and  insert:  5.2 

(50)  Page  46,  strike  out  all  after  line  24  over  to  and  includ- 
ing line  14  on  page  47. 
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(51)  Page  47,  line  15,  strike  out  [(e)]  and  insert:  (d) 

(52)  Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

AMENDMENT  PRESERVING  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  RAIL- 
ROAD RETIREMENT  AND  OLD-AGE,  SURVIVORS,  AND 
DISABILITY  INSURANCE  SYSTEMS 

Sec.  114.  (a)  Section  l(q)  of  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Act  of  1937  is  amended  by  striking  out  "1961"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1964". 

(b)  The  last  sentence  of  section  5(j)  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  "except  that  this  sentence  shall  not  operate  to 
prevent  the  payment  of  an  annuity  to  an  individual  for  a 
month  solely  because  during  such  month  he  ceases  to  be  a 
'full-time  student9 

(c)  Section  5(1)  (1)  (ii)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  "years  of  age"  the  following:  ",  or  shall  be 
a  full-time  student  and  less  than  twenty-two  years  of  age". 

(d)  Section  5(1)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  before  the  semicolon  at  the  end  thereof  the  follow- 
ing: ".  The  term  'full-time  student1  shall  for  the  purposes 
of  this  section  have  the  meaning  ascribed  to  it  by  section 
202(d)(8)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  and  the  references 
to  the  Secretary  therein  shall  be  deemed  to  be  references  to 


the  Board.  For  the  purposes  of  subsection  (e)  of  section  2, 
and  svbsection  (b)  of  this  section,  a  child  who  has  attained 
the  age  of  18  years  and  who  is  not  under  a  disability  which 
began  before  the  child  attained  aye  18,  shall  be  deemed  not 
entitled  to  benefits  under  subsection  (c)  of  this  section". 

(e)  Section  5(1)  (0)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  uafter  1958  is  less  than  $4,800"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  "after  1958  and  before  1965  is 
less  than  $4,800,  or  for  any  calendar  year  after  1964  is  less 
than  $5,400" ;  and  by  striking  out  "and  $4,800  for  years 
after  1958",  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 
u$4,800  for  years  after  1958  and  before  1965,  and  $5,400 
for  years  after  1964" . 

(f)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (b)  and  (c) 
shall  be  effective  with  respect  to  annuities  under  the  Railroad 
Retirement  Act  of  1937  for  months  after  the  month  in  which 
this  Act  is  enacted  but  only  (except  as  provided  in  the  next 
sentence)  on  the  basis  of  an  application  filed  with  the  Board 
in  or  after  the  month  in  ivhich  this  Act  is  enacted.  In  the 
case  of  an  individual  ivho  was  entitled  to  an  annuity  under 
section  5  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937  for  the 
month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  such  amendments  shall 
apply  to  annuities  for  months  after  the  month  in  tvhich  this 
Act  is  enacted. 


(53)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

EXTENSION  OF  PERIOD  FOR  FILING  PROOF  OF  SUPPORT 
AND  APPLICATIONS  FOR  LUMP-SUM  DEATH  PAYMENT 

Sec.  115.  (a)  Subsection  (p)  of  section  202  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
" 'Extension  of  Period  for  Filing  Proof  of  Support  and 
Applications  for  Lump-Sum  Death  Payment 
"(p)  In  any  case  in  which  there  is  a  failure — 

"(1)  to  file  proof  of  support  under  subparagraph 
(C)  of  subsection  (c)(1),  clause  (i)  or  (ii)  of  sub- 
paragraph (D)  of  subsection  (f)(1),  or  subparagraph 
(B)  of  subsection  (h)(1),  or  under  clause  (B)  of 
subsection  (f)(1)  of  this  section  as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of  1950,  ivithin  the 
period  prescribed  by  such  subparagraph  or  clause,  or 
"(2)  to  file,  in  the  case  of  a  death  after  1040',  ap- 
plication for  a  lump-sum  death  payment  under  subsec- 
tion (i),  or  under  subsection  (g)  of  this  section  as  in 
effect  prior  to  the  Social  Security  Act  Amendments  of 
1950,  within  the  period  prescribed  by  such  subsection, 
any  such  proof  or  application,  as  the  case  may  be,  which 
II  is  filed  after  the  expiration  of  such  period  shall  be  deemed 

to  have  been  filed  within  such  period  if  it  is  shown  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  that  there  ivas  good  cause  for 
failure  to  file  such  proof  or  application  within  such  period. 
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The  defertni  nation  of  what,  constitutes  yood  cause  for  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with 
regulations  of  the  Secretary" 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  effec- 
tive with  respect  to  (1 )  applications  for  lump-sum  death  pay- 
ments filed  in  or  after  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted, 
and  (2)  monthly  benefits  based  on  applications  filed  in  or 
after  such  month. 

(54)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

INTERRELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  VETERANS'  BENEFITS  AND 
INCREASED  SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFITS 

Sec.  116.  (a)  Section  503  of  title  38,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  "(a)''  after  "503",  and  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"(b)  Nolunthstanding  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a), 
in  the  case  of  any  individual — 

"(1)  who,  for  the  first  month  after  the  month  in 
which  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964  is  en- 
acted, is  entitled  to  a  monthly  insurance  benefit  under 
section  202  or  223  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

"(2)  who,  for  such  month,  is  entitled  to  a  monthly 
benefit  payable  under  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  or 
under  the  first  sentence  of  section  9(b)  of  the  Veterans 
Pension  Act  of  1959,  and 
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"(3)  whose  insurance  benefit  referred  to  in  clause 

(1)  for  any  subsequent  month  is  increased  by  reason  of 
the  enactment  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1964, 

there  shall  not  be  counted,  in  determining  the  annual  income 
of  such  individual,  5  per  centum  of  the  insurance  benefit  as 
increased  by  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964." 

(b)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  appli- 
cable in  determining  income  received  for  months  after  the  sec- 
ond month  following  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security 
Amendments  of  1964  is  enacted. 

(55)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

INCREASE  IN  AMOUNT  AN  INDIVIDUAL  IS  PERMITTED  TO 
EARN  WITHOUT  SUFFERING  DEDUCTIONS  FROM  BENEFITS 

Sec.  117.  (a)(1)  Paragraphs  (1),  (3),  and  (4)(B) 
of  subsection  (f)  of  section  203  of  the  Social  Security  Act  are 
each  amended  by  striking  out  "$100"  wherever  it  appears 
therein  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$125" . 

(2)  The  first  sentence  of  paragraph  (3)  of  such  sub- 
section (f)  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$500"  each  place  it 
appears  therein  ami  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$1,500". 

(b)  Paragraph  (1)  (A)  of  subsection  (h)  of  section  203 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "$100"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "$125". 
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(c)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be  effec- 
tive, in  the  case  of  any  individual,  with  respect  to  taxable 
years  of  such  individual  ending  after  1964. 

(56)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

TAX   EXEMPTION   FOR   RELIGIOUS   GROUPS   OPPOSED  TO 

INSURANCE 

Sec.  118.  (a)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  1402  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"or"  at  the  end  of  'paragraph  (4),  by  striking  out  the  period 
at  the  end  of  paragraph  (5)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
";  or",  and  by  adding  after  paragraph  (5)  the  following 
new  paragraph: 

"(6)   The  performance  of  service  by  an  indi- 
vidual during  the  period  for  which  an  exemption  under 
subsection  (h)  is  effective  with  respect  to  him" 
(b)  Subsection  (c)  of  section  211  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "or"  at  the  end  of  paragraph 
(4),  by  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (5) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  " ;  or" ,  and  by  adding  after 
paragraph  (5)  the  following  new  paragraph: 

"(6)  The  performance  of  service  by  an  individual 
during  the  period  for  which  an  exemption  under  sec- 
tion 1402(h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
is  effective  with  respect  to  him." 
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(c)  Section  1402  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
is  further  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  subsection: 

"(h)  Members  of  Certain  Religious  Faiths. — 
"(1)  Exemption. — Any  individual  may  file  an  ap- 
plication (in  such  form  and  manner ,  and  with  such  offi- 
cial, as  may  be  prescribed  by  regulations  under  this 
chapter)  for  an  exemption  from  the  taxes  imposed  by  this 
chapter  if  he  is  a  member  of  a  recognized  religious  sect  or 
division  thereof  and  is  an  adherent  of  established  tenets  or 
teachings  of  such  sect  or  division  by  reason  of  which  he  is 
conscientiously  opposed  to  acceptance  of  the  benefits  of  any 
private  or  public  insurance,  making  payments  in  the  event 
of  death,  disability,  old-age,  or  retirement  or  making  pay- 
ments toward  the  cost  of,  or  providing  services  for,  medi- 
cal care  ( including  the  benefits  of  the  insurance  system  es- 
tablished by  title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act).  Such 
exemption  may  be  granted  only  if  the  application  contains 
or  is  accompanied  by — 

"(A)  such  evidence  of  such  individual's  mem- 
bership in,  and  adherence  to  the  tenets  or  teachings 
of,  the  sect  or  division  thereof  as  the  Secretary  or  his 
delegate  may  require  for  purposes  of  determining 
such  individual's  compliance  with  the  preceding  sen- 
tence, and 
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"(B)  his  waiver  of  all  benefits  and  other  pay- 
ments under  title  11  of  the  Social  Security  Act  on 
the  basis  of  his  wages  and  self-employment  income  as 
well  as  all  such  benefits  and  other  payments  to  him  on 
the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self -employment  income 
of  any  other  person,  and 

only  if  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 

finds  that — 

"(C)  such  sect  or  division  thereof  has  the  estab- 
lished tenets  or  teachings  referred  to  in  the  preceding 
sentence, 

"(D)  it  is  the  practice,  and  has  been  for  a 
period  of  time  which  he  deems  to  be  substantial,  for 
members  of  such  sect  or  division  thereof  to  make  pro- 
vision for  their  elderly  or  dependent  members  which 
in  his  judgment  is  reasonable  in  view  of  their  general 
level  of  living,  and 

"(E)  such  sect  has  been  in  existence  and  has 
had  such  tenets  or  teachings  for  not  less  than  the 
6  full  calendar  years  preceding  enactment  of  this 
subsection. 

"(2)  Time  for  filing  application. — For  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection,  an  application  must  be  filed: 

"(A)  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has 
self-employment  income    (determined  without  re- 
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gard  to  this  subsection  and  section  1402(c)  (6) ) 
for  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1957,  and  ending  before  January  1,  1964,  in 
or  before  the  fourth  calendar  month  beginning  after 
the  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  subsection, 

" (B)  in  any  other  case,  on  or  before  the  due 
date  of  the  return  (including  any  extension  thereof) 
for  the  first  taxable  year  beginning  after  December 
31,  1963,  for  which  he  has  self -employment  income 
(so  determined). 

"(3)  Period  for  which  exemption  effec- 
tive.— A  tax  exemption  pursuant  to  this  subsection  with 
respect  to  any  individual  shall  be  effective  for  all  tax- 
able years  beginning  after  December  31,  1957,  but  not 
for  any  such  year  prior  to  the  first  year  for  which  the  re- 
quirements of  paragraph  (1)  are  met  with  respect  to 
him;  and  shall  cease  to  be  effective  for  and  after  the  first 
taxable  year  after  the  filing  of  such  application  in  which 
he  ceases  to  meet  such  requirements." 
(d)  Section  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"Waiver  of  Benefits 
"(v)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this  title, 
in  the  case  of  any  individual  who  files  a  waiver  of  benefits 
and  other  payments  under  this  title  as  required  under  sec- 
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tion  1402(h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  and  is 
granted  a  tax  exemption  thereunder,  no  benefits  or  other  pay- 
ments shall  be  payable  under  this  title  to  him,  and  no  benefits 
or  other  payments  under  this  title  shall  be  payable  on  the  basis 
of  his  wages  and  self-employment  income  to  any  other  person, 
after  the  filing  of  such  waiver;  except  that,  if  thereafter  such 
individuaVs  tax  exemption  under  such  section  1402(h)  ceases 
to  be  effective,  such  waiver  shall  cease  to  be  applicable  in  the 
case  of  benefits  and  other  payments  under  this  title  to  the 
extent  based  on  his  self -employment  income  for  and  after  the 
first  taxable  year  for  which  such  tax  exemption  ceases  to  be 
effective  and  on  his  wages  for  and  after  the  calendar  year  (if 
any)  which  begins  in  or  with  the  beginning  of  such  taxable 
year!' 

(e)  If  refund  or  credit  of  any  overpayment  resulting 
from  an  exemption  under  section  1402(h)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  of  1954  is  prevented  on  the  date  of  the  enact- 
ment of  this  Act,  or  at  any  time  within  one  year  from  such 
date,  by  the  operation  of  any  law  or  rule  of  law,  refund  or 
credit  of  such  overpayment  may,  nevertheless,  be  made  or 
allowed  if  claim  therefore  is  filed  ivithin  one  year  after  the  date 
of  the  enactment  of  this  section.  No  interest  shall  be  allowed 
or  paid  on  any  overpayment  resulting  from  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection.   In  the  case  of  any  such  refund,  any  self- 

A.H.R.  11865  2 
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employment  income  with  respect  to  which  such  overpayment 
was  made  shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  205 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  not  be  included  in  determining 
entitlement  to  or  amount  of  any  payments  under  title  II  of 
such  Act. 

(57)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

REMOVAL  OF  LIMITATIONS  ON  FEDERAL  PARTICIPATION  IN 
ASSISTANCE  TO  AGED  INDIVIDUALS  WITH  TUBERCU- 
LOSIS OR  MENTAL  DISEASE 

Sec.  119.  (a)(1)  Section  6(a)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

((Sec.  6.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term  'old- 
age  assistance,  means  money  payments  to,  or  (if  provided  in 
or  after  the  third  month  before  the  month  in  which  the  recipi- 
ent makes  application  for  assistance)  medical  care  in  behalf 
of  or  any  type  of  remedial  care  recognized  under  State  law  in 
behalf  of,  needy  individuals  who  are  65  years  of  age  or 
older,  but  does  not  include  any  such  payments  to  or  care  in 
behalf  of  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  institu- 
tion (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution) .  Such 
term  also  includes  payments  which  are  not  included  within 
the  meaning  of  such  term  under  the  preceding  sentence,  but 
which  ivould  be  so  included  except  that  they  are  made  on 
behalf  of  such  a  needy  individual  to  another  individual  who 


(as  determined  in  accordance  with  standards  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary)  is  interested  in  or  concerned  with  the  welfare 
of  such  needy  individual,  but  only  with  respect  to  a  State 
whose  State  plan  approved  under  section  2  includes  provision 
for — 

"(1)  determination  by  the  State  agency  that  such 
needy  individual  has,  by  reason  of  his  physical  or  mental 
condition,  such  inability  to  manage  funds  that  making 
payments  to  him  would  be  contrary  to  his  welfare  and, 
therefore,  it  is  necessary  to  provide  such  assistance 
through  payments  described  in  this  sentence; 

"(2)  undertaking  and  continuing  special  efforts  to 
protect  the  welfare  of  such  individual  and  to  improve, 
to  the  extent  possible,  his  capacity  for  self-care  and  to 
manage  funds; 

"(3)  periodic  review  by  such  State  agency  of  the 
determination  under  clause  (1)  to  ascertain  whether  con- 
ditions justifying  such  determination  still  exist,  with  pro- 
vision for  termination  of  such  payments  if  they  do  not 
and  for  seeking  judicial  appointment  of  a  guardian  or 
other  legal  representative,  as  described  in  section  1111, 
if  and  when  it  appears  that  such  action  will  best  serve 
the  interests  of  such  needy  individual;  and 

"(4)  opportunity  for  a  fair  hearing  before  the  State 
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agency  on  the  determination  referred  to  in  clause  (1) 
for  any  individual  with  respect  to  whom  it  is  made!' 
(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  6  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  all  that  follows  clause  (12)  thereof,  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  the  following:  "except  that  such  term  does  not 
include  any  such  payments  with  respect  to  care  or  services 
for  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  institu- 
tion (except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution) ." 

(b)(1)  Section  1605(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  1605.  (a)  For  purposes  of  this  title,  the  term 
'aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled'  means  money  payments 
to,  or  (if  provided  in  or  after  the  third  month  before  the 
month  in  which  the  recipient  makes  application  for  aid)  med- 
ical care  in  behalf  of  or  any  type  of  remedial  care  recognized 
under  State  law  in  behalf  of,  needy  individuals  who  are  65 
years  of  age  or  older,  are  blind,  or  are  18  years  of  age  or 
over  and  permanently  and  totally  disabled,  but  such  term 
does  not  include — 

u(l)  in  the  case  of  any  individual,  any  such  pay- 
ments to  or  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual  who  is  an 
inmate  of  a  public  institution  ( except  as  a  patient  in  a 
medical  institution) ;  or 

"(2)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  who  has  not 
attained  65  years  of  age — 
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"(A)  any  such  payments  to  or  care  in  behalf  of 
any  individual  who  is  a  patient  in  an  institution  for 
tuberculosis  or  mental  diseases,  or 

"(B)  any  such  payments  to  any  individual  who 
has  been  diagnosed  as  having  tuberculosis  or  psycho- 
sis and  is  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution  as  a  result 
thereof,  or 

"(C)  any  such  care  in  behalf  of  any  individual, 
who  is  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution  as  a  result  of 
a  diagnosis  that  he  has  tuberculosis  or  psychosis,  with 
respect  to  any  period  after  the  individual  has  been 
a  patient  in  such  an  institution,  as  a  result  of  such 
diagnosis,  for  42  days. 
Such  term  also  includes  payments  which  are  not  included 
within  the  meaning  of  such  term  under  the  preceding  sentence, 
but  which  would  be  so  included  except  that  they  are  made  on 
behalf  of  such  a  needy  individual  to  another  individual  who 
(as  determined  in  accordance  with  standards  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary)  is  interested  in  or  concerned  with  the  welfare 
of  such  needy  individual,  but  only  with  respect  to  a  State 
whose  State  plan  approved  under  section  1602  includes 
provision  for — 

"(A)  determination  by  the  State  agency  that  such 
needy  individual  has,  by  reason  of  his  physical  or  mental 
condition,  such  inability  to  manage  funds  that  making 
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'payments  to  him  would  be  contrary  to  his  welfare  and, 
therefore,  it  is  necessary  to  provide  such  aid  through 
payments  described  in  this  sentence; 

"(B)  undertaking  and  continuing  special  efforts  to 
protect  the  welfare  of  such  individual  and  to  improve,  to 
the  extent  possible,  his  capacity  for  self-care  and  to 
manage  funds; 

"(C)  periodic  review  by  such  State  agency  of  the 
determination  under  clause  (A)  to  ascertain  whether 
conditions  justifying  such  determination  still  exist,  with 
provision  for  termination  of  such  payments  if  they  do 
not  and  for  seeking  judicial  appointment  of  a  guardian 
or  other  legal  representative,  as  described  in  section  1111, 
•if  and  when  it  appears  that  such  action  will  best  serve 
the  interests  of  such  needy  individual;  and 

"(D)  opportunity  for  a  fair  hearing  before  the 
State  agency  on  the  determination  referred  to  in  clause 
(A)  for  any  individual  ivith  respect  to  whom  it  is  made." 
(2)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  1605  is  amended  by 
striking  out  all  that  follows  clause  (12)  thereof,  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "except  that  such  term  does  not 
include  any  such  payments  with  respect  to  care  or  services 
for  any  individual  who  is  an  inmate  of  a  public  institution 
(except  as  a  patient  in  a  medical  institution) ." 

(c)(1)  Section  2(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  (A)  by 
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striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (10);  (B)  by 
striking  out  the  period,  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (11)  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon;  and  (C)  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

"(12)  if  the  State  plan  includes  assistance  to  or  in 
behalf  of  patients  in  institutions  for  tuberculosis  or 
mental  diseases,  or  to  patients  who  are  in  medical  insti- 
tutions as  a  result  of  a  diagnosis  of  tuberculosis  or  psy- 
chosis— 

"(A)  provide  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 
other  arrangements  with  the  State  mental  health  au- 
thority or  authorities,  and,  where  appropriate,  with 
such  institutions,  including  arrangements  for  joint 
planning,  development  of  alternate  methods  of  care, 
assurance  of  immediate  readmittance  to  institutions 
where  needed  for  individuals  under  alternate  plans  of 
care,  allowing  access  to  patients  and  facilities,  fur- 
nishing information,  and  making  reports,  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  State  agency  to  carry  out  its 
responsibilities  under  the  State  plan; 

"(B)  provide  for  an  individual  plan  for  each 
such  patient  to  assure  that  the  institutional  care  pro- 
vided to  him  is  in  his  best  interests,  including,  to  that 
end,  assurances  that  there  will  be  initial  and  periodic 
review  of  his  medical  and  other  needs,  that  he  will 
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be  given  appropriate  medical  treatment  within  the  in- 
stitution, and  that  there  will  be  a  periodic  determina- 
tion of  his  need  for  continued  treatment  in  the  insti- 
tution; 

"(C)  provide  for  the  development  of  alternate 
plans  of  care,  making  maximum  ultilization  of  avail- 
able resources,  for  recipients  who  would  otherwise 
need  care  in  such  institutions,  including  appropriate 
medical  treatment  and  other  assistance;  for  services 
referred  to  in  section  3(a)  (4)  (A)  (i)  and  (ii) 
which  are  appropriate  for  such  recipients  and  for 
such  patients;  and  for  methods  of  administration 
necessary  to  assure  that  these  provisions  will  be 
effectively  carried  out;  and 

"(D)  provide  methods  of  determining  the  rea- 
sonable cost  of  institutional  care  for  such  patients; 
and 

"(13)  if  the  State  plan  includes  assistance  to  or  on 
behalf  of  patients  in  public  institutions  for  mental  dis- 
eases, shoiv  that  the  State  is  making  satisfactory  progress 
toward  developing  and  implementing  a  comprehensive 
mental  health  program,  including  provision  for  utiliza- 
tion of  community  mental  health  centers,  nursing  homes, 
and  other  alternatives  to  institutional  care." 


(2)  Section  3  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

" (e)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  amount  determined  under  such  provisions  for  any 
State  for  any  quarter  ivhieh  is  attributable  to  State  or  local 
expenditures  with  respect  to  patients  in  institutions  for  tuber- 
culosis or  mental  diseases  shall  be  paid  only  to  the  extent  that 
the  State  makes  a  showing  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  that 
it  has  increased  total  Federal,  State,  and  local  expenditures 
for  mental  health  services  (including  payments  to  or  in  behalf 
of  individuals  with  mental  health  problems)  under  public 
health  and  public  welfare  programs  in  the  State  for  such 
quarter  over  the  average  of  the  total  Federal,  State,  and  local 
expenditures  in  the  State  for  such  services  under  such  pro- 
grams for  each  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964." 

(d)(1)  Section  1602(a)  of  such  Act  is  amended  (A) 
by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (14) ;  (B)  by 
striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  paragraph  (15)  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon;  and  (C)  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraphs: 

"(16)  if  the  State  plan  includes  assistance  to  or  in 
behalf  of  individuals  65  years  of  age  or  older  who  are 
patients  in  institutions  for  tuberculosis  or  mental  diseases, 
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or  to  individuals  65  years  of  age  or  older  who  are 
patients  in  medical  institutions  as  a  result  of  a  diagnosis 
of  tuberculosis  or  phychosis — 

"(A)  provide  for  having  in  effect  agreements  or 
other  arrangements  with  the  State  mental  health 
authority  or  authorities^  and,  where  appropriate, 
with  such  institutions,  including  arrangements  for 
joint  planning,  development  of  alternate  methods  of 
care,  assurance  of  immediate  readmittance  to  institu- 
tions where  needed  for  individuals  under  alternate 
plans  of  care,  allowing  access  to  patients,  and  facili- 
ties, furnishing  information,  and  making  reports,  as 
may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  State  agency  to  carry 
out  its  responsibilities  under  the  State  plan; 

"(B)  provide  for  an  individual  plan  for  each 
such  patient  to  assure  that  the  institutional  care  pro- 
vided to  him  is  in  his  best  interests,  including,  to  that 
end,  assurances  that  there  will  be  initial  and  periodic 
review  of  his  medical  and  other  needs,  that  he  will  be 
given  appropriate  medical  treatment  within  the 
institution,  and  that  there  will  be  a  periodic  deter-* 
mination  of  his  need  for  continued  treatment  in  the 
institution; 

"(C)  provide  for  the  development  of  alternate 
plans  of  care,  making  maximum  utilization  of  avail- 
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able  resources,  for  recipients  who  would  otherwise 
need  care  in  such  institutions,  including  appropriate 
medical  treatment  and  other  assistance;  for  services 
referred  to  in  section  1603(a)  (4)  (A)  (i)  and  (ii) 
which  are  appropriate  for  such  recipients  and  for 
such  patients;  and  for  methods  of  administration 
necessary  to  assure  that  these  provisions  will  be  effec- 
tively carried  out;  and 

"(D)  provide  methods  of  determining  the 
reasonable  cost  of  institutional  care  for  such  patients; 
and 

"(17)  if  the  State  plan  includes  assistance  to  or  in 
behalf  of  individuals  65  years  of  age  or  older  ivho  are 
patients  in  public  institutions  for  mental  diseases,  show 
that  the  State  is  making  satisfactory  progress  toward 
developing  and  implementing  a  comprehensive  mental 
health  program,  including  provision  for  utilization  of 
community  mental  health  centers,  nursing  homes,  and 
other  alternatives  to  institutional  carer 
(2)  Section  1603  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  subsection: 

"(e)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 
section,  the  amount  determined  under  such  provisions  for  any 
State  for  any  quarter  which  is  attributable  to  State  or  local 
expenditures  with  respect  to  individuals  65  years  of  age  or 
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older  who  are  patients  in  institutions  for  tuberculosis  or  mental 
diseases  shall  be  paid  only  to  the  extent  that  the  State  makes  a 
showing  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  that  it  has  increased 
total  Federal,  State,  and  local  expenditures  for  mental  health 
services  (including  payments  to  or  in  behalf  of  individuals 
with  mental  health  problems)  under  public  health  and  public 
welfare  programs  in  the  State  for  such  quarter  over  the 
average  of  the  total  Federal,  State,  and  local  expenditures  in 
the  State  for  such  services  under  such  programs  for  each 
quarter  of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964" 

(58)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

INCREASED  FEDERAL  PAYMENTS  UNDER  PUBLIC  ASSIST- 
ANCE TITLES  OF  TEE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

Sec.  120.  (a)  Section  3(a)(1)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  is  amended  (1)  by  striking  out,  in  clause  (A),  "29/35" 
and  "$35"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "31/37"  and  "$37", 
respectively;  and  (2)  by  striking  out  clauses  (B)  and  (G) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(B)  the  larger  of  the  following: 

"(i)  (I)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  defined 
in  section  1101  (a)  (8)  )  of  the  amount  by  which 
such  expenditures  exceed  the  amount  which  may 
be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not  counting  so 
much  of  such  excess  with  respect  to  any  month 
as  exceeds  the  product  of  $38  multiplied  by  the 
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total  number  of  recipients  of  old-age  assistance 
for  such  month,  plus  (II)  15  per  centum  of  the 
total  of  the  sums  expended  during  such  quarter 
as  old-age  assistance  under  the  State  plan  in  the 
form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial 
care,  not  counting  so  much  of  any  such  expendi- 
ture with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the 
product  of  $15  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of 
recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such  month, 
or 

"(H)(1)  the  Federal  medical  percentage 
( as  defined  in  section  6(c))  of  the  amount  by 
which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  maximum 
which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not 
counting  so  much  of  any  expenditures  with 
respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  (a)  the  product 
of  $52  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such 
recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such  month, 
or  (b)  if  smaller,  the  total  expended  as  old-age 
assistance  in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other 
type  of  remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month 
plus  the  product  of  $37  multiplied  by  such  total 
number  of  such  recipients,  plus  (II)  the  Fed- 
eral percentage  of  the  amount  by  which  the 
total  of  the  sums  expended  during  such  quarter 
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as  old-age  assistance  under  the  State  plan  ex- 
ceed the  amount  which  may  be  counted  under 
clause  (A)  and  the  precedmg  provisions  of  this 
clause  (B)(ii),  not  counting  so  much  of  such 
excess  with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the 
product  of  $38  multiplied  by  the  total  number 
of  such  recipients  of  old-age  assistance  for  such 
month/*. 

(b)  Section  1603(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  (1) 
by  striking  out,  in  clause  (A),  "29/35"  and  "$35"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "31/37"  and  "$37",  respectively; 
and  (2)  by  striking  out  clauses  (B)  and  (G)  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

"(B)  the  larger  of  the  following: 

"(i)(I)  the  Federal  percentage  (as  de- 
fined in  section  1101(a)  (8) )  of  the  amount  by 
which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  amount  which 
may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not  counting 
so  much  of  such  excess  with  respect  to  any  month 
as  exceeds  the  product  of  $38  multiplied  by  the 
total  number  of  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged, 
blind,  or  disabled  for  such  months,  plus  (II)  15 
per  centum  of  the  total  of  the  sums  expended  dur- 
ing such  quarter  as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  dis- 
abled under  the  State  plan  in  the  form  of  medical 
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or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care,  not  count- 
ing so  much  of  any  such  expenditure  with  respect 
to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product  of  $15 
multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  recipients  of 
aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for  such  month, 
or 

"(H)(1)  the  Federal  medical  percentage 
(as  defined  in  section  6(c) )  of  the  amount  by 
which  such  expenditures  exceed  the  maximum 
which  may  be  counted  under  clause  (A),  not 
counting  so  much  of  any  expenditures  with  re- 
spect to  any  month  as  exceeds  (a)  the  product 
of  $52  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  such 
recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled 
for  such  month,  or  (b)  if  smaller,  the  total 
expended  as  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled 
in  the  form  of  medical  or  any  other  type  of 
remedial  care  with  respect  to  such  month  plus 
the  product  of  $37  multiplied  by  such  total 
number  of  such  recipients,  plus  (II)  the  Federal 
percentage  of  the  amount  by  which  the  total  sums 
expended  during  such  quarter  as  aid  to  the  aged, 
blind,  or  disabled  under  the  State  plan  exceed 
the  amount  which  may  be  counted  under  clause 
(A)  and  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  clause 
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(B)(ii),  not  counting  so  much  of  such  excess 
with  respect  to  any  month  as  exceeds  the  product 
of  $38  multiplied  by  the  total  number  of  re- 
cipients of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  for 
such  month;". 

(c)  Section  403(a)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  (1)  by 
striking  out  "fourteen-seventeenths"  and  "$17"  in  clause 
(A)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  five-sixths"  and  "$18", 
respectively;  and  (2)  by  striking  out  "$30"  in  clause  (B) 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "$32". 

(d)  Section  1003(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  (1) 
by  striking  out,  in  clause  (A),  "29/35"  and  "$35"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "31/37"  and  "$37",  respectively; 
and  (2)  by  striking  out,  in  clause  (B),  "$70"  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "$75". 

(e)  Section  1403(a)  (1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  (1) 
by  striking  out,  in  clause  (A),  "29/35"  and  "$35"  and  in- 
serting in  lieu  thereof  "31/37"  and  "$37" ,  respectively;  and 
(2)  by  striking  out,  in  clause  (B),  "$70"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "$75". 

(f)  Sections  3,  403,  1003, 1403,  and  1603  of  such  Act 
are  each  amended  by  inserting  after  subsection  (c)  the  follow- 
ing new  subsection: 

"(d)  The  amount  determined  under  this  section  for  any 
State  for  any  quarter  shall  be  reduced  to  the  extent  that — 
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"(1)  the  excess  of  (A)  the  total  determined  for  the 
State  under  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  section  for 
such  quarter  over  (B)  the  average  of  the  totals  deter- 
mined for  the  State  under  this  section  for  each  quarter 
of  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  is  greater  than, 

"(2)  the  excess  of  (A)  the  total  expenditures  for 
such  quarter  for  which  the  determination  is  being  made 
under  the  State  plan  approved  under  this  title  over  (B) 
the  average  of  the  total  expenditures  under  the  State  plan 
approved  under  this  title  for  each  quarter  of  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964." 

(g)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply  in 
the  case  of  expenditures  made  after  September  30,  1964, 
under  a  State  plan  approved  under  title  I,  IV,  X}  XIV,  or 
XVI  of  the  Social  Security  Act. 

(59)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

INTERRELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  PUBLIC  ASSISTANCE  BENE- 
FITS AND  INCREASED  SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFITS 

Sec.  121.  (a)  Section  2(a)  (10)  (A)  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "except  that,  in  making 
such  determination,  of  the  first  $50  per  month  of  earned  in- 
come the  State  agency  may  disregard,  after  December  31, 
1962,  not  more  than  the  first  $10  thereof  plus  one-half  of  the 
remainder"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "except  that,  in  mak- 
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ing  such  determination  (i)  for  months  after  the  first  month 
following  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1964  is  enacted  and  prior  to  July  1966,  the  State  agency 
may,  and  for  months  after  June  1966,  the  State  agency  shall, 
disregard,  with  respect  to  any  monthly  insurance  benefit  pay- 
able to  an  individual  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  an  amount  equal  to  $7  or  7  per  centum  of  such  monthly 
benefit,  ivhichever  is  the  greater,  and  (ii)  of  the  first  $50  per 
month  of  earned  income  the  State  agency  may  disregard, 
after  December  31,  1962,  not  more  than  the  first  $10  thereof 
plus  one-half  of  the  remainder  \ 

(b)  Section  402(a)  (7 )  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "except  that,  in  making  such  determination,  the  State 
agency  may,  subject  to  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Secre- 
tary, permit  all  or  any  portion  of  the  earned  or  other  income 
to  be  set  aside  for  the  future  identifiable  needs  of  a  dependent 
child "  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "except  that,  in  making 
such  determination  (A)  for  months  after  the  first  month  fol- 
lowing the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1964  is  enacted  and  prior  to  July  1966,  the  State  agency 
may,  and  for  months  after  June  1966,  the  State  agency  shall, 
disregard,  with  respect  to  any  monthly  insurance  benefit  pay- 
able to  an  individual  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  an  amount  equal  to  $7  or  7  per  centum  of  such  monthly 
benefit,  whichever  is  the  greater,  and  (B)  the  State  agency 
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may,  subject  to  limitation?,  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  permit 
all  or  any  portion  of  the  earned  or  other  income  to  be  set 
aside  for  future  identifiable  needs  of  a  dependent  child", 

(c)  Section  1402(a)  (8)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "except  that,  in  making  such  determination,  the 
State  agency  shall  disregard  (A)  the  first  $85  per  month  of 
earned  income,  plus  one-half  of  earned  income  in  excess  of 
$85  per  month,  and  (B)  for  a  period  not  in  excess  of  twelve 
months,  such  additional  amounts  of  other  income  and 
resources,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has  a  plan  for 
achieving  self-support  approved  by  the  State  agency,  as  may 
be  necessary  for  the  fulfillment  of  such  plan"  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  "except  that,  in  making  such  determination  (A ) 
for  months  after  the  first  month  following  the  month  in  which 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1964  is  enacted  and  prior 
to  July  1966,  the  State  agency  may,  and  for  months  after 
June  1966,  the  State  agency  shall,  disregard,  with  respect  to 
any  monthly  insurance  benefit  payable  to  an  individual  under 
title  IT  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  an  amount  equal  to  $7  or 
7  per  centum  of  such  monthly  benefit,  whichever  is  the  greater, 
and  (B)  the  State  agency  shall  disregard  (i)  the  first  $85 
per  month  of  earned  income,  plus  one-half  of  earned  income 
in  excess  of  $85  per  month,  and  (ii)  for  a  period  not  in 
excess  of  twelve  months,  such  additional  amounts  of  other 
income  and  resources,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has 
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a  plan  for  achieving  self-support  approved  by  the  State 
agency,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  fulfillment  of  such  plan". 

(d)  Section  1402(a)  (8)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  11  except  that,  in 
making  such  determination,  for  months  after  the  first  month 
following  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amend- 
ments of  1964  is  enacted  and  prior  to  July  1966,  the  State 
agency  may,  and  for  months  after  June  1966,  the  State 
agency  shall,  disregard,  with  respect  to  any  monthly  insur- 
ance benefit  payable  to  an  individual  under  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  an  amount  equal  to  $7  or  7  per  centum 
of  such  monthly  benefit,  whichever  is  the  greater;" . 

(e)  Section  1602(a)  (14)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "except  that,  in  making  such  determination  with 
respect  to  any  individual  who  is  blind,  the  State  agency  shall 
disregard  (A)  the  first  $85  per  month  of  earned  income  plus 
one-half  of  earned  income  in  excess  of  $85  per  month  and 
(B)  for  a  period  not  in  excess  of  twelve  months,  such  addi- 
tional amounts  of  other  income  and  resources,  in  the  case  of 
an  individual  who  has  a  plan  for  achieving  self-support 
approved  by  the  State  agency,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
fulfillment  of  such  plan,  and  in  making  such  determination 
with  respect  to  any  other  individual  who  has  attained  age  65 
and  is  claiming  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled,  of  the  first 
$50  per  month  of  earned  income  the  State  agency  may,  after 
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December  31,  1962,  disregard  not  more  than  the  first  $10 
thereof  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder "  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "except  that,  in  maling  such  determination  (A)  with 
respect  to  any  individual,  for  months  after  the  first  month 
following  the  month  in  which  the  Social  Security  Amendments 
of  1964  is  enacted  and  prior  to  July  1966,  the  State  agency 
may,  and  for  months  after  June  1966,  the  State  agency  shall, 
disregard,  ivith  respect  to  any  monthly  insurance  benefit  pay- 
able to  an  individual  under  title  II  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  an  amount  equal  to  $7  or  7  per  centum  of  such  monthly 
benefit,  whichever  is  the  greater,  (B)  with  respect  to  any  indi- 
vidual who  is  blind,  the  State  agency  shall  disregard  (i)  the 
first  $85  per  month  of  earned  income  plus  one-half  of  earned 
income  in  excess  of  $85  per  month  and  (ii)  for  a  period  not 
in  excess  of  twelve  months,  such  additional  amounts  of  other 
income  and  resources,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  has  a 
plan  for  achieving  self-support  approved  by  the  State  agency, 
as  may  be  necessary  for  the  fulfillment  of  such  plan,  and 
(C)  with  respect  to  any  individual  (other  than  an  individual 
referred  to  in  clause  (B))  who  has  attained  age  65  and  is 
claiming  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled,  of  the  first  $50 
per  month  of  earned  income  the  State  agency  mail,  after 
December  31,  1962,  disregard  not  more  than  the  first  $10 
thereof  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder ". 
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(60)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

DISREGARDING  CERTAIN  EARNINGS  IN  DETERMINING  NEED 
UNDER  OLD-AGE  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

Sec.  122.  (a)  Effective  October  1,  1964,  section  2(a) 
(10)  (A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  striking 
out  except  that,  in  making  such  determination,  of  the  first 
$50  per  month  of  earned  income  the  State  agency  may  dis- 
regard, after  December  31,  1962,  not  more  than  the  first  $10 
thereof  plus  one-half  of  the  remainder'1  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  following:  " ;  except  that,  in  making  such  deter- 
mination of  the  first  $80  per  month  of  earned  income,  the 

State  agency  may  disregard  the  first  $20  thereof  plus  one- 
half  of  the  remainder" . 

(b)  Effective  October  1,  1964,  section  1602(a)  (14)  of 
such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "of  the  first  $50  per 
month  of  earned,  income  the  State  agency  may,  after  Decem- 
ber 31,  1962,  disregard  not  more  than  the  first  $10  thereof 
plus  one-half  of  the  remainder"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
11  of  the  first  $80  per  month  of  earned  income  the  State  agency 
may  disregard  the  first  $20  thereof  plus  one-half  of  the  re- 
mainder". 

(61)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

AMENDMENT    TO    DEFINITION    OF   MEDICAL  ASSISTANCE 

FOR  THE  AGED 

Sec.  123.  (a)  Section  6(b)  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
is  amended  by  striking  out  "who  are  not  recipients  of  old-age 
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assistance"  and,  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "who  are  not  re- 
cipients of  old-age  assistance  (except,  for  any  month,  for 
recipients  of  old-age  assistance  who  are  admitted  to  or  dis- 
charged from  a  medical  institution  during  such  month) ". 

(b)  Section  1605(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "who  are  not  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or 
disabled"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "who  are  not  recipients 
of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  ( except,  for  any  month, 
for  recipients  of  aid  to  the  aged,  blind,  or  disabled  who  are 
admitted  to  or  discharged  from  a  medical  institution  during 
such  month)" . 

(62)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

DEFINITION  OF  CHILD 

Sec.  124.  (a)  Subsection  (e)  of  section  216  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  strking  out  the  period 
at  the  end  of  the  first  sentence  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof: 
and  (3)  in  the  case  of  a  living  individual,  a  person  who 
is  living  in  such  individual's  household  for  a  continuous 
period  of  not  less  than  one  year  immediately  preceding  the 
day  on  which  application  for  child's  insurance  benefits  is 
filed,  if  such  period  began  prior  to  the  date  such  individual 
became  entitled  to  benefits  under  section  202(a)  or  section 
223(a),  as  the  case  may  be,  and  (4)  in  the  case  of  a 
deceased  individual,  (A)  a  person  ivho  has  lived  in  such 
individual's  household  for  a  continuous  period  of  not  less 
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than  one  year  immediately  preceding  the  day  on  which 
such  individual  died  or  (B)  a  person  entitled  to  child's  in- 
surance benefits  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self-employ- 
ment income  of  such  individual  for  the  month  before  the 
month  in  which  such  individual  died." 

(b)  Section  202(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

"(9)  A  child  who  is  a  child  of  an  individual  pursuant 
to  clause  (3)  or  clause  (4)  of  section  216(e)  shall  be 
deemed  dependent  on  such  individual  if  at  the  time  specified 
in  paragraph  (1)  (C)  such  child  was  receiving  at  least  one- 
half  of  his  support  from  such  individual  unless,  at  such  time, 
such  individual  was  receiving  regular  contributions  toward 
the  support  of  such  child  from  (A)  such  child's  mother, 
father,  adopting  mother,  or  adopting  father,  or  (B)  a  pub- 
lic or  private  welfare  organization  that  had  placed  such  child 
in  such  individual's  household  under  a  foster-care  program; 
except  that  the  provisions  of  clause  (A)  shall  not  apply  if 
such  individual  is  the  mother  or  father  of  such  c/iifc?." 

(c)  Where — 

(1)  one  or  more  persons  were  entitled  (without  the 
application  of  section  202(])(1)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act)  to  monthly  benefits  under  section  202  of  such  Act 
for  the  month  before  the  month  in  which  this  Act  is 
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enacted  on  the  basis  of  the  wages  and  self -employment 
income  of  an  individual;  and 

(2)  any  "person  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  subsec- 
tion (b),  (d),  or  (g)  of  section  202  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  for  any  subsequent  month  on  the  basis  of 
such  individual's  wages  and  self -employment  income  and 
such  person  would  not  be  entitled  to  such  benefits  but  for 
the  enactment  of  this  section;  and 

(3)  the  total  of  the  benefits  to  which  all  persons 
are  entitled  under  section  202  of  the  Social  Security 
Act  on  the  basis  of  such  individual's  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  for  such  subsequent  month  is  reduced 
by  reason  of  the  application  of  section  203(a)  of  such 
Act, 

then  the  amount  of  the  benefit  to  which  each  person  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection  is  entitled  for  such 
subsequent  month  shall  not,  after  the  application  of  such 
section  203(a),  be  less  than  the  amount  it  would  have  been 
if  no  person  referred  to  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection 
iv as  entitled  to  a  benefit  referred  to  in  such  paragraph  for 
such  subsequent  month  on  the  basis  of  such  wages  and  self- 
employment  income  of  such  individual. 

(d)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  be 
applicable  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  for  months  beginning  with  the 
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month  in  which  this  Act  is  enacted  on  the  basis  of  an  appli- 
cation filed  in  or  after  such  month. 

(63)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

DISABILITY  INSURANCE  FOR  THE  BLIND 

Sec.  125.  (a)(1)  Section  223(a)  (1  )(B)  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  any  individual  (other  than  an 
individual  whose  disability  is  blindness,  as  defined  in 
subsection  (c)(2)),  has  not  attained  the  age  of  65". 

(2)  Subsection  (a)(1)  of  section  223  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  striking  out  uthe  month  in  which  he  attains 
age  65"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "in  the  case  of  any 
individual  (other  than  an  individual  whose  disability  is 
blindness,  as  defined  in  subsection  (c)(2)),  the  month 
in  which  he  attains  age  65". 

(3)  That  part  of  paragraph  (2)  of  section  223(a) 
of  such  Act  which  precedes  subparagraph  (A)  thereof  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  "(if  a  many  the 
following:  ",  and  (in  the  case  of  any  individual  whose  dis- 
ability is  blindness,  as  defined  in  subsection  (c)(2))  as 
though  he  were  a  fully  insured  individual," . 

(b)(1)  Paragraph  (1 )  of  subsection  (c)  of  section 
223  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  inserting  "(other  than  an  individual  whose 
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disability  is  blindness,  as  defined  in  paragraph  (2))" 
after  "An  indwidiial" ;  and 

(B)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
sentence:  "An  individual  whose  disability  is  blindness 
(as  defined  in  paragraph  (2))  shall  be  insured  for 
disability  insurance  benefits  in  any  month  if  he  had 
not  less  than  six  quarters  of  coverage  before  the  quar- 
ter in  which  such  month  occurs". 

(2)  Paragraph  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  223 
of  such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  first  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "The  term  'dis- 
ability' means  (A)  inability  to  engage  in  any  substantial 
gainful  activity  by  reason  of  any  medically  determinable 
physical  or  mental  impairment  ichich  can  be  expected  to 
result  in  death  or  to  be  of  long-continued  and  indefinite  dura- 
tion, or  (B)  blindness.  The  term  lblindness  means  central 
visual  acuity  of  20/200  or  less  i?i  the  better  eye  with  the 
use  of  correcting  lenses,  or  visual  acuity  greater  than  20/200 
if  accompanied  by  a  limitation  in  the  fields  of  vision  such 
that  the  widest  diameter  of  the  visual  field  subtends  an  angle 
no  greater  than  twenty  degrees." . 

(c)(1)  The  first  sentence  of  section  216(i)(l)  of 
such  Act  is  amended  by  striking  out  "(B)"  and  all  that 
follows,  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  "(B) 
blindness  (as  defined  in  section  223(c)  (2) ) ." 
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(2)  The  second  sentence  of  such  section  216(i)(l) 
is  hereby  repealed. 

(d)  The  first  sentence  of  section  222(b)(1)  of  such 
Act  is  amended  by  inserting  "(other  than  such  an  indi- 
vidual whose  disability  is  blindness,  as  defined  in  section 
223(c)(2))"  after  11  an  individual  entitled  to  disability 
insurance  benefits". 

(e)  The  amendments  made  by  this  section  shall  apply 
only  with  respect  to  monthly  benefits  under  title  II  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  for  months  after  the  month  in  ivhich  this 
Act  is  enacted,  on  the  basis  of  applications  for  such  benefits 
filed  in  or  after  such  month. 

(64)Page  47,  after  line  19,  insert: 

TITLE  II— HEALTH  CARE  INSURANCE  FOR 

THE  AGED 
Sec.  201.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  "Hospital 
Insurance  Act  of  1964" . 

Part  A — Hospital  Insurance  Benefits  for  the  Aged 

FINDINGS  AND  DECLARATION  OF  PURPOSE 

Sec.  211.  (a)  The  Congress  hereby  finds  that  (1)  the 
heavy  costs  of  hospital  care  and  related  health  care  are  a 
grave  threat  to  the  security  of  aged  individuals,  (2)  most  of 
them  are  not  able  to  qualify  for  and  to  afford  private  in- 
surance adequately  protecting  them  against  such  costs,  (3) 
many  of  them  are  accordingly  forced  to  apply  for  private  or 
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public  aid,  accentuating  the  financial  difficulties  of  hospitals 
and  private  or  public  welfare  agencies  and  the  burdens  on 
the  general  revenues,  and  (4)  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the 
general  welfare  for  financial  burdens  resulting  from  hospital 
services  and  related  services  required  by  these  individuals 
to  be  met  primarily  through  social  insurance. 

(b)  The  purposes  of  this  Act  are  (1)  to  provide  aged 
individuals  entitled  to  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors, 
and  disability  insurance  system  or  the  railroad  retirement 
system  with  basic  protection  against  the  costs  of  inpatient 
hospital  services,  and  to  provide,  in  addition,  as  an  alter- 
native to  inpatient  hospital  care,  protection  against  the  costs 
of  certain  skilled  nursing  facility  services,  home  health  serv- 
ices, and  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services;  to  utilize 
social  insurance  for  financing  the  protection  so  provided;  to 
encourage,  and  make  it  possible  for,  such  individuals  to  pur- 
chase protection  against  other  health  costs  by  providing  in 
such  basic  social  insurance  protection  a  set  of  benefits  which 
can  easily  be  supplemented  by  a  State,  private  insurance,  or 
other  methods;  to  assure  adequate  and  prompt  payment  on 
behalf  of  these  individuals  to  the  providers  of  these  services; 
and  to  do  these  things  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  dignity 
and  self-respect  of  each  individual,  without  interfering  in 
any  way  with  the  free  choice  of  physicians  or  other  health 
personnel  or  facilities  by  the  individual,  and  without  the  ex- 
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ercise  of  any  Federal  supervision  or  control  over  the  prac- 
tice of  medicine  by  any  doctor  or  over  the  maimer  in  vihich 
medical  services  are  provided  by  any  hospital;  and  (2)  to 
provide  such  basic  protection,  financed  from  general  revenues, 
to  those  persons  who  are  now  age  65  or  over  or  who  will 
reach  age  65  within  the  next  several  years  and  who  are  not 
eligible  for  benefits  under  the  old-age,  survivors,  and  dis- 
ability insurance  or  railroad  retirement  systems. 

(c)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Con- 
gress that  skilled  nursing  facility  services  for  which  pay- 
ment may  be  made  under  this  Act  shall  be  utilized  in  lieu 
of  inpatient  hospital  services  where  skilled  nursing  facility 
services  would  suffice  in  meeting  the  medical  needs  of  the 
patient,  and  that  home  health  services  for  which  payment 
may  be  made  under  this  Act  shall  be  utilized  in  lieu  of  in- 
patient hospital  or  skilled  nursing  facility  services  where 
home  health  services  would  suffice. 

(d)  It  is  further  declared  to  be  the  policy  of  the  Con- 
gress that  no  individual  who  receives  aid  or  assistance  (in- 
cluding medical  or  any  other  type  of  remedial  care)  under 
a  State  plan  approved  under  I,  IV,  X,  XIV,  or  XVI 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  shall  receive  less  benefits  or  be 
otherwise  disadvantaged  by  reason  of  the  enactment  of  this 
Act. 
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BENEFITS 

Sec.  212.  The  Social  Security  Act  is  amended  by  add- 
ing after  title  XVII  the  following  new  title: 

"TITLE  XVIII— HOSPITAL  INSURANCE 
BENEFITS  FOR  THE  AGED 
"prohibition  against  any  federal  interference 
"Sec.  1801.  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  be  construed 
to  authorize  any  Federal  officer  or  employee  to  exercise  any 
supervision  or  control  over  the  practice  of  medicine  or  the 
manner  in  which  medical  services  are  provided,  or  over  the 
selection,  tenure,  or  compensation  of  any  officer  or  employee 
of  any  hospital,  skilled  nursing  facility,  or  home  health 
agency;  or  to  exercise  any  supervision  or  control  over  the 
administration  or  operation  of  any  such  hospital,  facility,  or 
agency. 

"free  choice  by  patient  guaranteed 
"Sec.  1802.  Any  individual  entitled  to  have  payment 
made  under  this  title  for  services  furnished  him  may  obtain 
inpatient  hospital  services,  skilled  nursing  facility  services, 
home  health  services,  or  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  serv- 
ices from  any  provider  of  services  with  which  an  agreement 
is  in  effect  under  this  title  and  which  undertakes  to  provide 
him  such  services. 
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"description  of  services 
"Sec.  1803.  For  purposes  of  this  title — 

"Inpatient  Hospital  Services 
"(a)    The  term   'inpatient  hospital  services'  means 
the  following  items  and  services  furnished  to  an  inpatient  in 
a  hospital  and  ( except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (3) )  by 
the  hospital — 

"(1)  bed  and  board, 

"(2)  such  nursing  services  and  other  related  serv- 
ices, such  use  of  hospital  facilities,  and  such  medical 
social  services  as  are  customarily  furnished  by  the  hos- 
pital for  the  care  and  treatment  of  inpatients,  and  such 
drugs,  biologicals,  supplies,  appliances,  and  equipment, 
for  use  in  the  hospital,  as  are  customarily  furnished  by 
such  hospital  for  the  care  and  treatment  of  inpatients,  and 

"(3)  such  other  diagnostic  or  therapeutic  items  or 
services,  furnished  by  the  hospital  or  by  others  under 
arrangements  with  them  made  by  the  hospital,  as  are 
customarily  furnished  to  inpatients  either  by  such  hospi- 
tal or  by  others  under  such  arrangements; 
excluding,  however — 

"(4)  medical  or  surgical  services  provided  by  a 
physician,  resident,  or  intern,  except  services  provided 
in  the  field  of  pathology,  radiology,  physiatry,  or  anes- 
thesiology, and  except  services  provided  in  the  hospital 
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by  an  intern  or  a  resident-in-training  under  a  teaching 
program  approved  by  the  Council  on  Medical  Education 
of  the  American  Medical  Association  (or,  in  the  case 
of  an  osteopathic  hospital,  approved  by  a  recognized 
body  approved  for  the  purpose  by  the  Secretary) ,  and 
"(5)  the  services  of  a  private-duty  nurse. 
11  Skilled  Nursing  Facility  Services 
"(b)  The  term  ' 'skilled  nursing  facility  serviced  means 
the  following  items  and  services  furnished  to  an  inpatient 
in  a  skilled  nursing  facility,  after  transfer  from  a  hospital 
in  which  he  was  an  inpatient,  and  (except  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (3)  )  by  such  skilled  nursing  facility — 

"(1)  nursing  care  provided  by  or  under  the  super- 
vision of  a  registered  professional  nurse, 

"(2)  bed  and  board  in  connection  with  the  fur- 
nishing of  such  nursing  care, 

"(3)    physical,   occupational,   or  speech  therapy 
furnished  by  the  skilled  nursing  facility  or  by  others 
under  arrangements  with  them  made  by  the  facility, 
"(4)  medical  social  services, 

"(5)  such  drugs,  biologicals,  supplies,  appliances, 
and  equipment,  furnished  for  use  in  the  skilled  nursing 
A.H.R.  11865  4 
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facility,  as  are  customarily  furnished  by  such  facility 
for  the  care  and  treatment  of  inpatients, 

"(6)  medical  services  provided  by  an  intern  or 
resident-in-training  of  the  hospital,  with  which  the  facil- 
ity is  affiliated  or  under  common  control,  under  a  teach- 
ing program  of  such  hospital  approved  as  provided  in 
subsection  (a)(4),  and 

"(7)  such  other  services  necessary  to  the  health 
of  the  patients  as  are  generally  provided  by  skilled  nurs- 
ing facilities; 

excluding,  however,  any  item  or  service  if  it  would  not  be 
included  under  subsection  (a)  if  furnished  to  an  inpatient 
in  a  hospital. 

"Home  Health  Services 
"(c)  The  term  lhome  health  services'  means  the  fol- 
lowing items  and  services  furnished  to  an  individual, 
who  is  under  the  care  of  a  physician,  by  a  home 
health  agency  or  by  others  under  arrangements  with  them 
made  by  such  agency,  under  a  plan  (for  furnishing  such 
items  and  services  to  such  individual)  established  and  pe- 
riodically reviewed  by  a  physician,  which  items  and  serv- 
ices are  provided  in  a  place  of  residence  used  as  such  individ- 
ual's home — 

11  (1)  part-time  or  intermittent  nursing  care  pro- 
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vided  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  a  registered  pro- 
fessional nurse, 

"(2)  physical,  occupational,  or  speech  therapy, 

"(3)  medical  social  services, 

"(4)  to  the  extent  permitted  in  regulations,  part- 
time  or  intermittent  services  of  a  home  health  aid, 

11  (5)  medical  supplies  (other  than  drugs  and 
biologicals) ,  and  the  use  of  medical  appliances,  while 
under  such  a  plan,  and 

11  (6)  in  the  case  of  a  home  health  agency  which 
is  affiliated  or  under  common  control  with  a  hospital, 
medical  services  provided  by  an  intern  or  resident-in- 
training  of  such  hospital,  under  a  teaching  program  of 
such  hospital  approved  as  provided  in  subsection  (a) 

excluding,  however,  any  item  or  service  if  it  would  not  be 
included  under  subsection  (a)  if  furnished  to  an  inpatient  in 
a  hospital. 

"Outpatient  Hospital  Diagnostic  Services 
"(d)  The  term  'outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services' 
means  diagnostic  services — 

"(1)  which  are  furnished  to  an  individual  as  an 
outpatient  by  a  hospital  or  by  others  under  arrange- 
ments with  them  made  by  a  hospital,  and 
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"(2)  which   are  customarily  furnished  by  such 
hospital  (or  by  others  under  such  arrangements)  to  its 
outpatients  for  the  purpose  of  diagnostic  study; 
excluding,  however — 

"(3)  any  item  or  service  if  it  would  not  be  in- 
cluded under  subsection  (a)  if  furnished  to  an  inpatient 
in  a  hospital;  and 

"(4)  any  services  furnished  under  such  arrange- 
ments unless  (A)  furnished  in  the  hospital  or  in  other 
facilities  operated  by  or  under  the  supervision  of  the  hos- 
pital, and  (B)  in  the  case  of  professional  services,  fur- 
nished by  or  under  the  responsibility  of  members  of 
the  hospital  medical  staff  acting  as  such  members. 

"Drugs  and  Biologicals 
"(e)  The  term  'drugs'  and  the  term  'biologicals' , 
except  for  purposes  of  subsection  (c)(5)  of  this  section, 
include  only  such  drugs  and  biologicals,  respectively,  as  are 
included  in  the  United  States  Pharmacopoeia,  National 
Formulary,  New  and  Non-Official  Drugs,  or  Accepted  Den- 
tal Remedies,  or  are  approved  by  the  pharmacy  and  drug 
therapeutics  committee  (or  equivalent  committee)  of  the 
medical  staff  of  the  hospital  furnishing  such  drugs  or  biologi- 
cals ( or  of  the  hospital  with  which  the  skilled  nursing  facility 
furnishing  such  drugs  or  biologicals  is  affiliated  or  is  under 
common  control). 
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"Arrangements  for  Certain  Services 
"(f)  As  used  in  this  section,  the  term  'arrangements' 
is  limited  to  arrangements  under  ichich  receipt  of  payment 
by  the  hospital,  skilled  nursing  facility,  or  home  health  agency 
(whether  in  its  own  right  or  as  agent),  as  the  case  may  be, 
with  respect  to  services  for  which  an  individual  is  entitled  to 
have  payment  made  under  this  title,  discharges  the  liability 
of  such  individual  or  any  other  person  to  pay  for  the  services. 
"deductible;  duration  of  services 
u  Deductible 

"Sec.  1804.  (a)(1)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection 
(c),  payment  for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  an 
individual  during  any  benefit  period  shall  be  reduced  by  a 
deduction  equal  to  $20,  or  if  greater,  $10  multiplied  by  the 
number  of  days,  not  exceeding  nine,  for  which  he  received 
such  services  in  such  period. 

"(2)  Payment  for  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  serv- 
ices furnished  an  individual  during  any  thirty-day  period 
shall  be  reduced  by  a  deduction  equal  to  $20.  For  purposes 
of  the  preceding  sentence,  a  thirty-day  period  for  any  indi- 
vidual is  a  period  of  thirty  consecutive  days  beginning  with 
the  first  day  (not  included  in  a  previous  such  period)  on 
ichich  he  is  entitled  to  benefits  under  this  title  and  on  ivhich 
outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services  are  furnished  him. 
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"Cost  Sharing 
"(3)  (A)  For  the  purpose  of  maintaining  the  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  on  an  actuarially  sound  basis  if  the 
average  per  diem  cost  of  inpatient  hospital  services  increases 
and  the  maximum  amount  of  earnings  on  ivhich  contributions 
to  such  trust  fund  are  based  is  not  increased  proportion- 
ately, payment  for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  an 
individual  after  December  31,  1968,  during  a  benefit  period 
shall  be  reduced  by  a  deduction  (in  addition,  in  the  case 
of  an  individual  who  has  not  made  an  election  pursuant 
to  subsection  (c),  to  the  deduction  imposed  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a) )  equal  to  the  applicable  average  per  diem 
rate  differential  determined  under  paragraph  (2),  multiplied 
by  the  number  of  days  of  such  services  in  such  period  for 
which  payment  may  be  made  under  this  title. 

"(2)  The  Secretary  shall,  between  July  1  and  Octo- 
ber 1  of  the  year  1968  and  each  even-numbered  year  there- 
after, promulgate  the  average  per  diem  rate  differential 
which  shall  be  applicable  for  the  purposes  of  paragraph  (1) 
in  the  case  of  days  of  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished 
during  the  two  succeeding  calendar  years.  Such  differential 
shall  be  the  amount  determined — 

"(A)  by  multiplying  (i)  $36  (the  estimated 
average  per  diem  rate  for  inpatient  hospital  services  for 
1964  and  1965)  by  (ii)  the  ratio  of 
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"(I)  the  maximum  on  the  amount  of  remunera- 
tion paid  during  such  two  succeeding  calendar  years 
which  may,  under  section  3121(a)(1)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954,  be  counted  as  wages 
for  purposes  of  chapter  21  of  such  Code  (or,  if 
there  is  a  different  maximum  for  each  of  such  two 
years,  the  average  of  such  maxima ) ,  to 

"(11)  $5,600,  and 
"(B)  by  subtracting  the  product  derived  thereby 
from  the  current  average  per  diem  rate  for  inpatient 
hospital  services; 
except  that  if  the  result  obtained  under  clauses  (A)  and  (B) 
is  not  a  multiple  of  $2,  it  shall — 

"(C)  if  it  is  a  multiple  of  $1,  be  raised  to  the 
next  higher  multiple  of  $2,  or 

"(D)  if  it  is  less  than  $1,  be  reduced  to  zero,  or 
"(E)  in  any  other  case  be  rounded  to  the  nearest 
multiple  of  $2. 

If  the  differential  determined  under  the  preceding  sentence 
is  a  negative  amount,  it  shall  be  deemed  instead  to  be  zero. 
The  determination  of  the  current  average  per  diem  rate  for 
purposes  of  any  promulgation  under  this  paragraph  shall  be 
based  on  the  best  information  available  to  the  Secretary  (at 
the  time  the  determination  is  made)  as  to  the  amounts  paid 
under  this  title  on  account  of  inpatient  hospital  services  fur- 
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nished,  during  the  two  calendar  years  preceding  such  determi- 
nation by  hospitals  which  have  agreements  in  effect  under 
section  1810,  to  individuals  who  are  entitled  to  insurance 
benefits  under  this  title. 

" Duration  of  Services 
"(b)  Payment  under  this  title  for  services  furnished 
any  individual  during  a  benefit  period  may  not  be  made 
for — 

"(1)  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  to  him 
during  such  period  after  such  services  have  been  fur- 
nished to  him  for  90  days  during  such  period,  except 
as  provided  in  subsection  (c)  ;  or 

"(2)  skilled  nursing  facility  services  furnished  to 
him  during  such  period  after  such  services  have  been 
furnished  him  for  60  days  during  such  period. 
For  purposes  of  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  subsection, 
inpatient  hospital  services  or  skilled  nursing  facility  services 
shall  be  counted  only  if  payment  is  or  would,  except  for  this 
subsection  and  except  for  the  failure  to  comply  with  the 
procedural  and  other  requirements  of  or  under  section  1809 
(a)(1),  be  made  with  respect  to  such  services  under  this 
title.  Payment  under  this  title  for  home  health  services 
furnished  an  individual  during  a  calendar  year  may  not  be 
made  for  any  such  services  after  such  services  have  been 
furnished  him  during  240  visits  in  such  year. 


"Election  as  to  Duration  of  Inpatient  Hospital  Services 

and  Deductible 
"(c)(1)  An  individual  may  elect,  instead  of  the  num- 
ber of  days  in  a  benefit  period  for  which  payment  may  be 
made  for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  to  him  speci- 
fied in  subsection  (b)(1) — 

"(A)  to  have  such  number  of  days  for  each  benefit 
period  increased  to  180,  and,  in  such  case,  the  payment 
under  this  title  for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished 
him  during  any  benefit  period  shall,  instead  of  being 
reduced  by  the  deduction  specified  in  subsection  (a)(1), 
be  reduced  by  a  deduction  equal  to  either  (i)  2\  times 
the  average  per  diem  rate  for  such  services,  determined 
under  paragraph  (4),  or  (ii)  if  less,  the  charges  cus- 
tomarily made  for  such  services  by  the  hospital  which 
furnished  them,  or 

"(B)  to  have  such  number  of  days  reduced  to  45 
for  each  benefit  period  and,  in  such  case,  the  reduction, 
provided  in  subsection  (a)(1),  in  the  payment  under 
this  title  for  inpatient  hospital  services  furnished  during 
any  benefit  period  shall  not  apply  to  him. 

"(2)  An  individual  may  make  an  election  under 
paragraph  (1)  only  on  such  form  or  forms  and  in  such 
manner  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe.  Any  such  elec- 
tion shall  be  valid  only  if  made  before  the  month  pre- 
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ceding,  and  after  the  fourth  month  preceding,  the  first 
month  in  which  he  both  has  attained  the  age  of  65  and 
is  eligible  for  the  benefits  referred  to  in  section  1805 
(a)(2);  except  that  if  such  first  month  occurs  before 
January  1966,  such  election  shall  be  valid  only  if  made 
after  May  1965  and  before  December  1965.  For  pur- 
poses of  the  preceding  sentence,  (A)  an  individual  shall 
be  regarded  as  eligible  for  benefits  for  a  month  if  he  is 
or,  upon  filing  application  for  such  benefits  in  such 
month,  would  be  entitled  to  such  benefits,  and  (B)  an 
individual  to  whom  section  214  of  the  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Act  of  1964  applies  shall  be  deemed  eligible  for 
the  benefits  referred  to  in  such  section  1805(a)  (2)  for 
and  after  the  month  in  which  he  attains  the  age  of  65. 

"(3)  An  individual  shall  be  permitted  only  one 
election  under  this  subsection  and  such  election  shall 
be  irrevocable. 

"(4)  The  Secretary  shall,  between  July  1  and 
October  1  of  the  calendar  year  1967  and  of  each  calendar 
year  thereafter,  promulgate  the  average  per  diem  rate 
for  inpatient  hospital  services  which  shall  be  applicable 
in  the  case  of  benefit  periods  beginning  during  the  suc- 
ceeding year.  Such  promulgation  shall  be  based  on  the 
best  information  available  to  the  Secretary  (at  the  time 
the  determination  is  made )  as  to  the  amounts  paid  under 
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this  title  on  account  of  inpatient  hospital  services  fur- 
nished, during  the  calendar  year  preceding  such  deter- 
mination, by  hospitals,  with  which  agreements  under 
section  1810  are  in  effect,  to  individuals  who  are  entitled 
to  have  such  payments  made  with  respect  to  such 
services;  and  the  amount  so  determined  shall  be  rounded 
to  the  nearest  $1,  or,  if  it  is  a  multiple  of  $0.50  but  not 
of  $1,  to  the  next  higher  $1.  For  benefit  periods  be- 
ginning prior  to  the  calendar  year  1968,  such  average 
per  diem  rate  shall  be  $37. 

"Benefit  Period 
"(d)  For  the   purposes   of   this   section,   a  'benefit 
period  with  respect  to  any  individual  means  a  period  of 
consecutive  days — 

"(1)  beginning  with  the  first  day  (not  included  in 
a  previous  benefit  period)  (A)  on  which  such  individ- 
ual is  furnished  inpatient  hospital  services  or  skilled 
nursing  facility  services  and  (B)  which  occurs  in  a 
month  for  which  he  is  entitled  to  insurance  benefits 
under  this  title,  and 

"(2)  ending  with  the  ninetieth  day  thereafter  on 
each  of  which  he  is  neither  an  inpatient  in  a  hospital 
nor  an  inpatient  in  a  skilled  nursing  facility  (whether 
or  not  such  90  days  are  consecutive),  but  only  if  such 
90  days  occur  within  a  period  of  not  more  than  180 
consecutive  days. 
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"entitlement  to  benefits 
"Sec.  1805.  (a)  Every  individual  who — 
"(1)  has  attained  the  age  of  65,  and 
"(2)  is  entitled  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  un- 
der section  202, 
shall  be  entitled  to  insurance  benefits  under  this  title  for 
each  month  for  which  he  is  entitled  to  such  benefits  under 
section  202,  beginning  with  the  first  month  after  December 
1965  with  respect  to  which  he  meets  the  conditions  specified 
in  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2). 

"(b)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section — 

"(1)  entitlement  of  an  individual  to  insurance 
benefits  under  this  title  for  a  month  shall  consist  of 
entitlement  to  have  payment  made  under,  and  subject  to 
the  limitations  in,  this  title  on  his  behalf  for  inpatient 
hospital  services,  skilled  nursing  facility  services,  home 
health  services,  and  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  serv- 
ices furnished  him  in  the  United  States  during  such 
month;  and 

"(2)  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  entitled  to 
monthly  insurance  benefits  under  section  202  for  the 
month  in  which  he  died  if  he  would  have  been  entitled 
to  such  benefits  for  such  month  had  he  died  in  the  next 
month. 

"(c)  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this 
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section,  no  payments  may  be  made  under  this  title  for  inpatient 
hospital  services,  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services,  or 
home  health  services  furnished  an  individual  prior  to  July  1, 
1965,  or  for  skilled  nursing  facility  services  furnished  him 
prior  to  January  1,  1966. 

"definitions  of  providers  of  services 
"Sec.  1806.  For  purposes  of  this  title — 

"Hospital 

"(a)  The  term  'hospital'  (except  for  purposes  of  sec- 
tion 1804(d)  (2),  section  1809(f),  paragraph  (6)  of  this 
subsection,  and  so  much  of  section  1803(b)  as  precedes 
paragraph  (1)  thereof )  means  an  institution  which — 

"(1)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing,  by  or 
under  the  supervision  of  physicians  or  surgeons,  to 
inpatients  (A)  diagnostic  services  and  therapeutic  serv- 
ices for  medical  diagnosis,  treatment,  and  care  of  injured, 
disabled,  or  sick  persons,  or  (B)  rehabilitation  facilities 
and  services  for  the  rehabilitation  of  injured,  disabled, 
or  sick  persons, 

"(2)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all  patients, 

"(3)  has  bylaws  in  effect  with  respect  to  its  staff 
of  physicians, 

"(4)  continuously  provides  twenty-four-hour  nurs- 
ing service  rendered  or  supervised  by  a  registered  profes- 
sional nurse, 
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"(5)  has  in  effect  a  hospital  utilization  review  plan 
which  meets  the  requirements  of  subsection  (e), 

"(6)  in  the  case  of  an  institution  in  any  State  in 
which  State  or  applicable  local  law  provides  for  the  li- 
censing of  hospitals,  (A)  is  licensed  pursuant  to  such  law 
or  (B)  is  approved,  by  the  agency  of  such  State  respon- 
sible for  licensing  hospitals,  as  meeting  the  standards  es- 
tablished for  such  licensing,  and 

"(7)  meets  such  other  of  the  requirements  prescribed 
for  the  accreditation  of  hospitals  by  the  Joint  Commission 
on  the  Accreditation  of  Hospitals,  as  the  Secretary  finds 
necessary  in  the  interest  of  the  health  and  safety  cf  indi- 
viduals who  are  furnished  services  by  or  in  the  institution. 
For  purposes  of  section  1804(d)  (2),  such  term  includes  any 
institution  which  meets  the  requirements  of  paragraph  (1) 
of  this  subsection.    For  purposes  of  section  1809(f)  (in- 
cluding determination  of  whether  an  individual  received  in- 
patient hospital  services  for  purposes  of  such  section  1809 
(f)),  and  so  much  of  section  1803(b)  as  precedes  para- 
graph (1)  thereof,  such  term  includes  any  institution  which 
meets  the  requirements  of  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  (4),  and 
(6)  of  this  subsection.   Notwithstanding  the  preceding  pro- 
visions of  this  subsection,  such  term  shall  not,  except  for 
purposes  of  section  1804(d)  (2) ,  include  any  institution 
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which  is  primarily  for  the  care  and  treatment  of  tubercu- 
losis or  mentally  ill  patients. 

"Skilled  Nursing  Facility 
"(b)  The  term  'skilled  nursing  facility  means  (ex- 
cept for  purposes  of  section  1804(d)  (2) )  an  institution 
(or  a  distinct  part  of  an  institution)  which  is  affiliated  or 
under  common  control  with  a  hospital  having  an  agreement 
in  effect  under  section  1810  and  which — 

"(1)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing  to  in- 
patients (A)  skilled  nursing  care  and  related  services 
for  patients  who  require  planned  medical  or  nursing  care 
or  (B)  rehabilitation  services, 

"(2)  has  policies,  which  are  established  by  a 
group  of  professional  personnel  (associated  with  the 
facility),  including  1  or  more  physicians  and  1  or 
more  registered  professional  nurses,  to  govern  the  skilled 
nursing  care  and  related  medical  or  other  services  it  pro- 
vides and  which  include  a  requirement  that  every 
patient  must  be  under  the  care  of  a  physician, 

"(3)  has  a  physician,  a  registered  professional 
nurse,  or  a  medical  staff  responsible  for  the  execution 
of  such  policies, 

"(4)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all  patients, 
11  (5)  continuously  provides  twenty-four-hour  nurs- 
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ing  service  rendered  or  supervised  by  a  registered  pro- 
fessional nurse, 

"(6)  operates  under  a  utilization  review  plan, 
which  has  been  made  applicable  to  it  under  subsection 
(g),  of  the  hospital  with  which  it  is  affiliated  or  under 
common  control, 

"(7)  in  the  case  of  an  institution  in  any  State  in 
which  State  or  applicable  local  law  provides  for  the 
licensing  of  institutions  of  this  nature,  (A)  is  licensed 
pursuant  to  such  law,  or  (B)  is  approved,  by  the  agency 
of  such  State  responsible  for  licensing  institutions  of 
this  nature,  as  meeting  standards  established  for  such 
licensing;  and 

"(8)  meets  such  other  conditions  of  participation 
under  this  section  as  the  Secretary  may  find  necessary 
in  the  interest  of  the  health  and  safety  of  individuals 
who  are  furnished  services  by  or  in  such  institution; 
except  that  such  term  shall  not  (other  than  for  purposes 
of  section  1804(d)(2))  include  any  institution  which  is 
primarily  for  the  care  and  treatment  of  tuberculosis  or 
mentally  ill  patients.   For  purposes  of  section  1804(d)  (2) , 
such  term  includes  any  institution  which  meets  the  require- 
ments of  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 
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"Home  Health  Agency 
"(c)  The  term  'home  health  agency1  means  an  agency 
which — 

"(1)  is  a  public  agency,  or  a  private  nonprofit 
organization  exempt  from  Federal  income  taxation  under 
section  501  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954, 

11  (2)  is  primarily  engaged  in  providing  skilled 
nursing  services  or  other  therapeutic  services, 

"(3)  has  policies,  established  by  a  group  of  pro- 
fessional personnel  (associated  with  the  agency),  in- 
cluding 1  or  more  physicians  and  1  or  more  regis- 
tered professional  nurses,  to  govern  the  service  (re- 
ferred to  in  paragraph  (2))  which  it  provides, 

" (4)  maintains  clinical  records  on  all  patients, 

"(5)  in  the  case  of  an  agency  in  any  State  in 
which  State  or  local  law  provides  for  the  licensing  of 
agencies  of  this  nature,  (A)  is  licensed  pursuant  to 
such  law,  or  (B)  is  approved,  by  the  agency  of  such 
State  responsible  for  licensing  agencies  of  this  nature, 
as  meeting  standards  established  for  such  licensing,  and 

"(6)  meets  such  other  conditions  of  participation 
as  the  Secretary  may  find  necessary  in  the  interest  of 
A.H.K.  11865  5 
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the  health  and  safety  of  individuals  who  are  furnished 

services  by  such  agency; 
except  that  such  term  shall  not  include  any  agency  which 
is  primarily  for  the  care  and  treatment  of  tuberculosis  or 
mentally  ill  patients. 

"Physician 

"(d)  The  term  'physician\  when  used  in  connection 
with  the  performance  of  any  function  or  action,  means  an 
individual  (including  a  physician  within  the  meaning  of  sec- 
tion 1101(a)  (7 ) )  legally  authorized  to  practice  surgery  or 
medicine  by  the  State  in  which  he  performs  such  function 
or  action. 

"Utilization  Review 
"(e)  A  utilization  review  plan  of  a  hospital  shall  be 
deemed  sufficient  if  it  is  applicable  to  services  furnished  by 
the  institution  to  individuals  entitled  to  benefits  under  this 
title  and  if  it  provides — 

"(1)  for  the  review,  on  a  sample  or  other  basis, 
of  admissions  to  the  institution,  the  duration  of  stays 
therein,  and  the  professional  services  furnished,  (A) 
with  respect  to  the  medical  necessity  of  the  services,  and 
(B)  for  the  purpose  of  promoting  the  most  efficient  use 
of  available  health  facilities  and  services; 

"(2)  for  such  review  to  be  made  by  either  (A) 
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a  hospital  staff  committee  composed  of  two  or  more  phy- 
sicians, with  or  without  participation  of  other  profes- 
sional personnel,  or  (B)  a  group  outside  the  hospital 
which  is  similarly  composed; 

"(3)  for  such  review,  in  each  case  in  which 
inpatient  hospital  services  are  furnished  to  such  individ- 
uals during  a  continuous  period,  as  of  the  twenty-first 
day,  and  as  of  such  subsequent  days  as  may  be  specified 
in  regulations,  with  such  review  to  be  made  as  promptly 
after  such  twenty-first  or  subsequent  specified  day  as 
possible,  and  in  no  event  later  than  one  week  following 
such  day; 

"(4)  for  prompt  notification  to  the  institution, 
the  individual,  and  his  attending  physician  of  any  finding 
(after  opportunity  for  consultation  to  such  attending 
physician)  by  the  physician  members  of  such  committee 
or  group  that  any  further  stay  therein  is  not  medically 
necessary. 

The  provisions  of  clause  (A)  of  paragraph  (2)  shall  not 
apply  to  any  hospital  where,  because  of  the  small  size  of  the 
institution  or  for  such  other  reason  or  reasons  as  may  be 
included  in  regulations,  it  is  impracticable  for  the  institution 
to  have  a  properly  functioning  staff  committee  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  subsection. 
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"Provider  of  Services 
"(f)  The  term  'provider  of  services'  means  a  hospital, 
skilled  nursing  facility,  or  home  health  agency. 
"Skilled  Nursing  Facilities  Affiliated  or  Under  Common 

Control  With  Hospitals 
"(g)  A  hospital  and  a  skilled  nursing  facility  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  affiliated  or  under  common  control  if,  by  reason 
of  a  written  agreement  between  them  or  by  reason  of  a 
written  undertaking  by  a  person  or  body  which  controls 
both  of  them,  there  is  reasonable  assurance  that — 

"(1)  the  facility  will  be  operated  under  standards 
which  are  developed  jointly  by,  or  are  agreed  to  by,  the 
two  institutions,  with  respect  to — 

11  (A)  skilled  nursing  and  related  health  serv- 
ices (other  than  physicians'  services), 

"(B)  a  system  of  clinical  records,  and 
"(C)  appropriate  methods  and  procedures  for 
the  dispensing  and  administering  of  drugs  and 
biologicals; 

"(2)  timely  transfer  of  patients  will  be  effected 
between  the  hospital  and  the  skilled  nursing  facility 
whenever  such  transfer  is  medically  appropriate,  and 
provision  is  made  for  the  transfer  or  the  joint  use  ( to  the 
extent  practicable)  of  clinical  records  of  the  two  institu- 
tions; and 
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"(3)  the  utilization  review  plan  of  the  hospital 
will  be  extended  to  include  review  of  admissions  to, 
duration  of  stays  in,  and  the  professional  services  fur- 
nished in  the  skilled  nursing  facility  and  including  review 
of  such  individual  cases  ( and  at  such  intervals )  as  may 
be  specified  in  this  title  or  in  regulations  thereunder, 
and  with  notice  to  the  facility,  the  individual,  and  his  at- 
tending physician  in  case  of  a  finding  ( after  opportunity 
for  consultation  to  such  attending  physician)  that  fur- 
ther skilled  nursing  facility  services  are  not  medically 
necessary, 

"States  and  United  States 

"(h)  The  term  'State'  and  'United  States'  shall  have 
the  same  meaning  as  when  used  in  title  II. 

"Additional  Skilled  Nursing  Facilities 

"(i)  The  Secretary  shall,  as  soon  as  practicable  after 
December  31,  1965,  study  the  best  ways  of  increasing  the 
availability  of  skilled  nursing  facility  care  for  beneficiaries 
under  this  title  under  conditions  assuring  good  quality  of 
care;  and,  on  the  basis  of  such  study  and  after  consultation 
with  associations  of  nursing  homes,  the  American  Hospital 
Association,  the  Joint  Commission  on  Accreditation  of  Hos- 
pitals, and  other  appropriate  professional  organizations,  he 
may  determine  that  additional  nursing  facilities  in  which  such 
conditions  assuring  good  quality  of  care  exist  constitute 
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skilled  nursing  facilities  under  subsection  (b)  if  they  meet 
the  requirements  of  such  subsection  (other  than  the  require- 
ment of  affiliation  and  other  than  the  requirement  that  a 
hospital  utilization  review  plan  be  made  applicable)  and  if 
the  Secretary  finds  that  such  action  will  not  create  (or 
increase)  any  actuarial  imbalance  in  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund.  The  Secretary  shall  report  to  the 
Congress  from  time  to  time,  and  in  any  event  by  July  1, 
1967,  the  results  of  the  study  under  this  subsection  and  any 
action  taken  as  a  result  thereof. 

"use  of  state  agencies  and  other  organizations 
to  develop  conditions  of  participation  for  pro- 
viders of  service 

uSec.  1807.  In  carrying  out  his  functions,  relating  to 
determination  of  conditions  of  participation  by  providers  of 
servwes,  under  section  1806(a)(7),  section  1806(b)  (8), 
or  section  1806(c)  (6) ,  the  Secretary  shall  consult  with  the 
Hospital  Insurance  Benefits  Advisory  Council  established  by 
section  1812,  appropriate  State  agencies,  and  recognized 
national  listing  or  accrediting  bodies.  Such  conditions  pre- 
scribed under  any  of  such  sections  may  be  varied  for  different 
areas  or  different  classes  of  institutions  or  agencies  and  may, 
at  the  request  of  a  State,  provide  (subject  to  the  limitation 
provided  in  section  1806(a)  (7) )  higher  requirements  for 
such  State  than  for  other  States. 
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"use  of  state  agencies  and  other  organizations  to 
determine  compliance  by  providers  of  services 
with  conditions  of  participation 
"Sec.  1808.  (a)  The  Secretary  may,  pursuant  to 
agreement,  utilize  the  services  of  State  health  agencies  or 
other  appropriate  State  agencies  for  the  purposes  of  (1)  de- 
termining whether  an  institution  is  a  hospital  or  skilled  nurs- 
ing facility,  or  whether  an  agency  is  a  home  health  agency,  or 
(2)  providing  consultative  services  to  institutions  or  agencies 
to  assist  them  (A)  to  qualify  as  hospitals,  skilled  nursing 
facilities,  or  home  health  agencies,  (B)  to  establish  and  main- 
tain fiscal  records  necessary  for  purposes  of  this  title,  and 
(G)  to  provide  information  which  may  be  necessary  to  per- 
mit determination  under  this  title  as  to  whether  payments 
are  due  and  the  amount*  thereof.  To  the  extent  that  the 
Secretary  finds  it  appropriate,  an  institution  or  agency  which 
such  a  State  agency  certifies  is  a  hospital,  skilled  nursing 
facility,  or  home  health  agency  may  be  treated  as  such  by 
the  Secretary.  The  Secretary  shall  pay  any  such  State 
agency,  in  advance  or  by  way  of  reimbursement,  as  may  be 
provided  in  the  agreement  with  it  (and  may  make  adjust- 
ments in  such  payments  on  account  of  overpayments  or  un- 
derpayments previously  made),  for  the  reasonable  cost  of 
performing  the  functions  specified  in  the  first  sentence  of  this 
subsection,  and  for  the  fair  share  of  the  costs  attributable  to 
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the  planning  and  other  efforts  directed  toward  coordination 
of  activities  in  carrying  out  its  agreement  and  other  activi- 
ties related  to  the  provision  of  services  similar  to  those  for 
which  payment  may  be  made  under  this  title,  or  related  to 
the  facilities  and  personnel  required  for  the  provision  of  such 
services,  or  related  to  improving  the  quality  of  such  services. 

"(b)(1)  An  institution  shall  be  deemed  to  meet  the 
conditions  of  participation  under  section  1806(a)  (except 
paragraph  (5)  thereof)  if  such  institution  is  accredited  as 
a  hospital  by  the  Joint  Commission  on  the  Accreditation  of 
Hospitals.  If  such  Commission,  as  a  condition  for  accredita- 
tion of  a  hospital,  hereafter  requires  a  utilization  review  plan 
or  imposes  another  requirement  which  serves  substantially 
the  same  purpose,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  find  that  all 
institutions  so  accredited  by  the  Commission  comply  also 
with  section  1806 ( a)  (5). 

"(2)  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  accreditation  of  an  insti- 
tution by  a  national  accreditation  body,  other  than  the  Joint 
Commission  on  the  Accreditation  of  Hospitals,  provides 
reasonable  assurance  that  any  or  all  of  the  conditions  of  sec- 
tion 1806  (a),  (b),  or  (c),  as  the  case  may  be,  are  met,  he 
may,  to  the  extent  he  deems  it  appropriate,  treat  such  insti- 
tution as  meeting  the  condition  or  conditions  with  respect  to 
which  he  made  such  finding. 


"conditions  of  ano  limitations  on  payment  for 

services 

"Requirement  of  Requests  and  Certifications 
"Sec.  1809.  (a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (f), 
payment  for  services  furnished  an  individual  may  be  made 
only  to  eligible  providers  of  services  and  only  if — 

"(1)  written  request,  signed  by  such  individual 
except  in  cases  in  which  the  Secretary  finds  it  impractical 
for  the  individual  to  do  so,  is  filed  for  such  payment  in 
such  form,  in  such  manner,  within  such  time,  and  by 
such  person  or  persons  as  the  Secretary  may  by  regula- 
tion prescribe; 

"(2)  a  physician  certifies  (and  recertifies,  where 
such  services  are  furnished  over  a  period  of  time,  in 
such  cases  and  with  such  frequency,  appropriate  to  the 
case  involved,  as  may  be  provided  in  regulations)  that — 
"(A)  in  the  case  of  inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices, such  services  are  or  were  required  for  such 
individual's  medical  treatment,  or  such  services  are 
or  were  required  for  inpatient  diagnostic  study; 

"(B)  in  the  case  of  outpatient  hospital  diag- 
nostic services,  such  services  are  or  were  required 
for  diagnostic  study; 

"(C)  in  the  case  of  skilled  nursing  facility 


74 

services,  such  services  are  or  were  required  because 
the  individual  needed  skilled  nursing  care  on  a  con- 
tinuing basis  for  any  of  the  conditions  with  respect 
to  which  he  was  receiving  inpatient  hospital  services 
prior  to  transfer  to  the  skilled  nursing  facility  or  for 
a  condition  requiring  such  care  which  arose  after 
such  transfer  and  while  he  was  still  in  the  facility 
for  treatment  of  the  condition  or  conditions  for  which 
he  was  receiving  such  inpatient  hospital  services; 

"(D)  in  the  case  of  home  health  services,  such 
services  are  or  were  required  because  the  individual 
needed  skilled  nursing  care  on  an  intermittent  basis 
or  because  he  needed  physical  or  speech  therapy;  a 
plan  for  furnishing  such  services  to  such  individual 
has  been  established  and  is  periodically  reviewed  by 
a  physician;  and  such  services  are  or  were  furnished 
while  the  individual  was  under  the  care  of  a  physi- 
cian; 

u  (S)  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital  services  or 
skilled  nursing  facility  services  furnished  such  individual 
after  the  twenty-first  day  of  a  continuous  period  of  such 
services,  there  was  not  in  effect,  at  the  time  of  admis- 
sion of  such  individual  to  the  hospital,  a,  decision  under 
section  1810(e)  (based  on  a  finding  that  timely  utili- 
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zation  review  of  long-stay  cases  is  not  being  made  in 
such  hospital  or  facility); 

"(4)  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital  services  or 
skilled  nursing  facility  services  furnished  such  individual 
during  a  continuous  period,  a  finding  has  not  been  made 
(by  the  physician  members  of  the  committee  or  group) 
pursuant  to  the  system  of  utilization  review  that  further 
inpatient  hospital  services  or  further  skilled  nursing  fa- 
cility services,  as  the  case  may  be,  are  not  medically 
necessary;  except  that,  if  such  a  finding  has  been  made, 
payment  may  be  made  for  such  services  furnished  in  such 
period  before  the  fourth  day  after  the  day  on  which 
the  hospital  or  skilled  nursing  facility,  as  the  case  may 
be,  received  notice  of  such  finding. 

11 Determination  of  Costs  of  Services 
"(b)  The  amount  paid  to  any  provider  of  services 
with  respect  to  services  for  which  payment  may  be  made 
under  this  title  shall  be  the  reasonable  cost  of  such  services, 
as  determined  in  accordance  with  regulations  establishing  the 
method  or  methods  to  be  used  in  determining  such  costs  for 
various  types  or  classes  of  institutions,  services,  and  agencies. 
In  prescribing  such  regulations,  the  Secretary  shall  consider, 
among  other  things,  the  principles  generally  applied  by 
established  prepayment  organizations  (which  have  developed 
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such  principles)  in  computing  the  amount  of  payment,  to  be 
made  by  persons  other  than  the  recipients  of  services,  to  pro- 
viders of  services  on  account  of  services  furnished  to  such 
recipients  by  such  providers.  Such  regulations  may  provide 
for  payment  on  a  per  diem,  per  unit,  per  capita,  or  other 
basis,  may  provide  for  using  different  methods  in  different 
circumstances,  and  may  provide  for  the  use  of  estimates  of 
costs  of  particular  items  or  services. 

"Amount  of  Payment  for  More  Expensive  Services 
"(c)(1)  In  case  the  bed  and  board  fufnished  as  part 
of  inpatient  hospital  services  or  skilled  nursing  facility  serv- 
ices is  in  accommodations  more  expensive  than  two-,  three-, 
or  four-bed  accommodations  and  the  use  of  such  more  expen- 
sive accommodations  rather  than  such  two-,  three-,  or  four- 
bed  accommodations  was  not  at  the  request  of  the  patient, 
payment  with  respect  to  such  services  may  not  exceed  an 
amount  equal  to  the  reasonable  cost  of  such  services  if  fur- 
nished in  such  two-,  three-,  or  four-bed  accommodations 
unless  the  more  expensive  accommodations  were  required 
for  medical  reasons. 

"(2)  Where  a  provider  of  services  with  which  an 
agreement  under  this  title  is  in  effect  furnishes  to  an  in- 
dividual, at  his  request,  items  or  services  which  are  in  excess 
of  or  more  expensive  than  the  items  or  services  with  respect 
to  which  payment  may  be  made  under  this  title,  the  Secre- 
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tary  shall  pay  to  such  provider  of  services  only  the  equivalent 
of  the  reasonable  cost  of  the  item*  or  services  with  respect 
to  which  payment  under  this  title  may  be  made. 
"Amount  of  Payment    Where  Less   Expensive  Services 

Furnished 

11  (d)  In  case  the  bed  and  board  furnished  as  part  of 
inpatient  hospital  services  or  skilled  nursing  facility  services 
in  accommodations  other  than,  but  not  more  expensive  than, 
two-,  three-,  or  four-bed  accommodations  and  the  use  of  such 
other  accommodations  rather  than  two-,  three-,  or  four-bed 
accommodations  was  neither  at  the  request  of  the  patient  nor 
for  a  reason  which  the  Secretary  determines  is  consistent  with 
the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  amount  of  the  payment  with 
respect  to  such  services  under  this  title  shall  be  the  reason- 
able cost  of  such  services  minus  the  difference  between  the 
charge  customarily  made  by  the  hospital  or  skilled  nursing 
facility  for  such  services  in  two-,  three-,  or  four-bed  accom- 
modations and  the  charge  customarily  made  by  it  for  such 
services  in  the  accommodations  furnished. 

"No  Payments  to  Federal  Providers  of  Services 

"(e)  No  payment  may  be  made  under  this  title  (ex- 
cept under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section)  to  any  Federal 
provider  of  services,  except  a  provider  of  services  which  the 
Secretary  determines,  in  accordance  with  regulations,  is 
providing  services  to  the  public  generally  as  a  community 
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institution  or  agency;  and  no  such  payment  may  be  made  to 
any  provider  of  services  for  any  item  or  service  which  such 
provider  is  obligated  by  a  law  of,  or  a  contract  with,  the 
United  States  to  render  at  public  expense. 

"Payments  for  Emergency  Inpatient  Hospital  Services 
"(f)  Payments  shall  also  be  made  to  any  hospital  for 
inpatient  hospital  services  or  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic 
services  furnished,  by  the  hospital  or  under  arrangements 
(as  defined  in  section  1803(f))  with  it,  to  an  individual 
entitled  to  hospital  insurance  benefits  under  this  title  even 
though  such  hospital  does  not  have  an  agreement  in  effect 
under  this  title  if  (A)  such  services  were  emergency  services 
and  (B)  the  Secretary  would  be  required  to  make  such  pay- 
ment if  the  hospital  had  such  an  agreement  in  effect  and 
otherwise  met  the  conditions  of  payment  hereunder.  Such 
payment  shall  be  made  only  in  amounts  determined  as  pro- 
vided in  subsection  (b)  and  then  only  if  such  hospital  agrees 
to  comply,  with  respect  to  the  emergency  services  provided, 
with  the  provisions  of  section  1810(a). 

"Payment  for  Services  Prior  to  Notification  of 
Noneligibility 

"(g)  Notwithstanding  that  an  individual  is  not  en- 
titled to  have  payment  made  under  this  title  for  inpatient 
hospital  services,  skilled  nursing  facility  services,  home 
health  services,  or  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services  fur- 


79 

nished  by  any  provider  of  services,  payment  shall  be  made 
to  such  provider  of  services  ( unless  such  provider  elects  not 
to  receive  such  payment  vr,  if  payment  has  already  been 
made,  refunds  such  payment  within  the  time  specified  by 
the  Secretary)  for  such  services  which  are  furnished  to  the 
individual  prior  to  notification  from  the  Secretary  of  his  lack 
of  entitlement  if  such  payments  are  not  otherwise  precluded 
under  this  title  and  if  such  provider  complies  with  the  rules 
established  hereunder  with  respect  to  such  payments,  has 
acted  in  good  faith  and  without  knowledge  of  such  lack  of 
entitlement,  and  has  acted  reasonably  in  assuming  entitle- 
ment existed. 

"agreements  with  providers  of  SERVICES 
"Sec.  1810.  (a)  Any  provider  of  services  shall  be 
eligible  for  payments  under  this  title  if  it  files  with  the 
Secretary  an  agreement  not  to  charge  any  individual  or 
any  other  person  for  items  or  services  for  which  such  indi- 
vidual is  entitled  to  have  payment  made  under  this  title 
(or  for  which  he  would  be  so  entitled,  if  such  provider  had 
complied  with  the  procedural  and  other  requirements  under 
or  pursuant  to  this  title  or  for  which  such  provider  is  paid 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  1809(g)),  and  to 
make  adequate  provision  for  return  ( or  other  disposition,  in 
accordance  with  regulations)  of  any  moneys  incorrectly  col- 
lected from  such  individual  or  other  person,  except  that  such 
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provider  of  services  may  charge  such  individual  or  other 
person  the  amount  of  any  deduction  imposed  pursuant  to 
subsection  (a)  or  (c)  of  section  1804  with  respect  to  such 
services  (not  in  excess  of  the  amount  customarily  charged 
for  such  services  by  such  provider)  and,  where  the  provider 
of  services  has  furnished,  at  the  request  of  such  individual, 
items  or  services  which  are  in  excess  of  or  more  expensive 
than  the  items  or  services  with  respect  to  which  payment  may 
be  made  under  this  title,  such  provider  may  also  charge  such 
individual  or  other  person  for  such  more  expensive  items  or 
services  but  not  more  than  the  difference  between  the  amount 
customarily  charged  by  it  for  the  items  or  services  furnished 
at  such  request  and  the  amount  customarily  charged  by  it  for 
the  items  or  services  with  respect  to  which  payment  may  be 
made  under  this  title. 

11  (b)  An  agreement  with  the  Secretary  under  this 
section  may  be  terminated — 

"(1)  by  the  provider  of  services  at  such  time  and 
upon  such  notice  to  the  Secretary  and  the  public  as  may. 
be  provided  in  regulations,  except  that  the  time  such 
agreement  is  thereby  required  by  the  Secretary  to  con- 
tinue in  effect  after  such  notice  may  not  exceed  6  months 
after  such  notice,  or 

"(2)  by  the  Secretary  at  such  time  and  upon  such 
notice  to  the  provider  of  services  and  the  public  as  may 
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be  specified  in  regulations,  but  only  after  the  Secretary 
has  determined,  and  has  given  such  provider  notification 
thereof,  (A)  that  such  provider  of  services  is  not  com- 
plying substantially  with  the  provisions  of  such  agree- 
ment, or  with  the  provisions  of  this  title  and  regulations 
thereunder,  or  (B)  that  such  provider  no  longer  sub- 
stantially meets  the  applicable  provisions  of  section 
1806,  or  (C)  that  such  provider  of  services  has  failed 
to  provide  such  information  as  the  Secretary  finds 
necessary  to  determine  whether  payments  are  or  were 
due  under  this  title  and  the  amounts  thereof,  or  has 
refused  to  permit  such  examination  of  its  fiscal  and  other 
records  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Secretary  as  may  be 
necessary  to  verify  such  information. 
Any  termination  shall  be  applicable — 

"(3)  in  the  case  of  inpatient  hospital  services  or 
skilled  nursing  facility  services,  with  respect  to  such 
services  furnished  to  any  individual  who  is  admitted  to 
the  hospital  or  skilled  nursing  facility  furnishing  such 
services  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  such  termination, 
"(4)  (A)  with  respect  to  home  health  services 
furnished  to  an  individual  under  a  plan  therefor  estab- 
lished on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  such  termination^ 
or  (B)  if  such  plan  is  established  before  such  effective 
A.H.R.  11865  6 
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date,  with  respect  to  such  services  furnished  to  such  in- 
dividual after  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  termina- 
tion is  effective,  and 

"(5)  with  respect  to  outpatient  hospital  diagnostic 
services  furnished  on  or  after  the  effective  date  of  such 
termination. 

"(c)  Nothing  in  this  title  shall  preclude  any  provider 
of  services  or  any  group  or  groups  of  such  providers  from 
being  represented  by  an  individual,  association,  or  organiza- 
tion authorized  by  such  provider  or  providers  of  services  to 
act  on  their  behalf  in  negotiating  with  respect  to  their  partici- 
pation under  this  title  and  the  terms,  methods,  and  amounts 
of  payments  for  services  to  be  provided  thereunder. 

"(d)  Where  an  agreement  filed  under  this  title  by  a 
provider  of  services  has  been  terminated  by  the  Secretary, 
such  provider  may  not  file  another  agreement  under  this  title 
unless  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  reason  for  the  termination 
has  been  removed  and  there  is  reasonable  assurance  that  it 
will  not  recur. 

"(e)  If  the  Secretary  finds  that  timely  review  in  ac- 
cordance with  section  1806(e)  of  long-stay  cases  in  a  hos- 
pital or  skilled  nursing  facility  is  not  being  made  with  rea- 
sonable regularity,  he  may,  in  lieu  of  terminating  his  agree- 
ment with  such  hospital  or  facility,  decide  that,  with  respect 
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to  any  individual  admitted  to  such  hospital  or  skilled  nursing 
facility  after  a  date  specified  by  him,  no  payment  shall  be 
made  for  inpatient  hospital  services  or  skilled  nursing  facility 
services  after  the  twenty-first  day  of  a  continuous  period  of 
such  services.  Such  decision  may  be  made  only  after  such 
notice  to  the  hospital,  or  (in  the  case  of  a  skilled  nursing 
facility)  to  the  hospital  and  the  facility,  and  to  the  public 
as  may  be  prescribed  by  regulations,  and  its  effectiveness 
shall  be  rescinded  when  the  Secretary  finds  that  the  reason 
therefor  has  been  removed  and  there  is  reasonable  assurance 
that  it  will  not  recur. 

"payment  to  providers  of  services 
"Sec.  1811.  The  Secretary  shall  periodically  determine 
the  amount  which  should  be  paid  to  each  provider  of  serv- 
ices under  this  title  with  respect  to  the  services  furnished  by 
it,  and  the  provider  shall  be  paid,  at  such  time  or  times  as 
the  Secretary  believes  appropriate  and  prior  to  audit  or 
settlement  by  the  General  Accounting  Office,  from  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  the  amounts  so  deter- 
mined; except  that  such  amounts  may  be  reduced  or  in- 
creased, as  the  case  may  be,  by  any  sum  by  which  the  Sec- 
retary finds  that  the  amount  paid  to  such  provider  of  services 
for  any  prior  period  was  greater  or  less  than  the  amount 
which  should  have  been  paid  to  it  for  such  period. 
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"hospital  insurance  benefits  advisory  council 
"Sec.  1812.  For  the  purpose  of  advising  the  Secre- 
tary on  matters  of  general  policy  in  the  administration 
of  this  title  and  in  the  formulation  of  regulations  under  this 
title,  there  is  hereby  created  a  Hospital  Insurance  Bene- 
fits Advisory  Council  which  shall  consist  of  14  persons, 
not  otherwise  in  the  employ  of  the  United  States, 
appointed  by  the  Secretary  without  regard  to  the  civil 
service  laws.  The  Secretary  shall  from  time  to  time  ap- 
point one  of  the  members  to  serve  as  Chairman.  Not  less 
than  4  of  the  appointed  members  shall  be  persons  who 
are  outstanding  in  the  fields  pertaining  to  hospitals  and 
health  activities.  Each  appointed  member  shall  hold  office 
for  a  term  of  4  years,  except  that  any  member  appointed 
to  fill  a  vacancy  occurring  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
the  term  for  which  his  predecessor  was  appointed  shall 
be  appointed  for  the  remainder  of  such  term,  and  except 
that  the  terms  of  office  of  the  members  first  taking  office 
shall  expire,  as  designated  by  the  Secretary  at  the  time 
of  appointment,  3  at  the  end  of  the  first  year,  4  at  the 
end  of  the  second  year,  3  at  the  end  of  the  third  year,  and 
4  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  year  after  the  date  of  appointment. 
An  appointed  member  shall  not  be  eligible  to  serve  continu- 
ously for  more  than  2  terms.  The  Secretary  may,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  Council,  appoint  such  special  advisory  or 
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technical  committees  as  may  be  useful  in  carrying  out  its 
functions.  Appointed  members  of  the  Advisory  Council 
and  members  of  its  advisory  or  technical  committees,  while 
attending  meetings  or  conferences  thereof  or  otherwise  serv- 
ing on  business  of  the  Advisory  Council  or  of  such  a  com- 
mittee or  committees,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  compensa- 
tion at  rates  fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100 
per  day,  and  while  so  serving  away  from  their  homes  or  regu- 
lar places  of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses, 
including  per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by 
section  5  of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5 
U.S.C.  73b-2)  for  persons  in  the  Government  service  em- 
ployed intermittently.  The  Advisory  Council  shall  meet  as 
frequently  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary.  Upon  request 
of  4  or  more  members,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Secretary 
to  call  a  meeting  of  the  Advisory  Council. 

"review  of  determinations 
"Sec.  1813.  Any  individual  dissatisfied  with  any  de- 
termination made  by  the  Secretary  that  he  is  not  entitled 
to  insurance  benefits  under  this  title  or  that  he  is  not  en- 
titled to  have  payment  made  under  this  title  ivith  respect 
to  any  class  of  services  furnished  him,  shall  be  entitled  to  a 
hearing  thereon  by  the  Secretary  to  the  same  extent  as  is 
provided  in  section  205(b)  with  respect  to  decisions  of  the 
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Secretary,  and  to  judicial  review  of  the  Secretary's  final  de- 
cision after  such  hearing  as  is  provided  i?i  section  205(g). 
"overpayments  to  individuals 
"Sec.  1814.  (a)  Any  payment  under  this  title  to  any 
provider  of  services  with  respect  to  inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices, skilled  nursing  facility  services,  home  health  services,  or 
outpatient  hospital  diagnostic  services,  furnished  any  indi- 
vidual shall  be  regarded  as  a  payment  to  such  individual. 
"(b)  Where— 

"(1)  more  than  the  correct  amount  is  paid  under 
this  title  to  a  provider  of  services  for  services  furnished 
an  individual  and  the  Secretary  determines  that,  within 
such  period  as  he  may  specify,  the  excess  over  the  cor- 
rect amount  cannot  be  recouped  from  such  provider  of 
services,  or 

"(2)  any  payment  has  been  made  under  section 
1809(g)  to  a  provider  of  services  for  services  furnished 
an  individual, 

proper  adjustments  shall  be  made,  under  regulations  pre- 
scribed by  the  Secretary,  by  decreasing  subsequent  pay- 
ments— 

"(3)  to  which  such  individual  is  entitled  under 
title  II,  or 

"(4)  if  such  individual  dies  before  such  adjust- 
ment has  been  completed,  to  which  any  other  individ- 
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ual  is  entitled  under  title  II  with  respect  to  the  wages 
and  self -employment  income  which  were  the  basis  of 
benefits  of  such  deceased  individual  under  such  title. 
"(c)  There  shall  be  no  adjustment  as  provided  in  sub- 
section (b)  (nor  shall  there  be  recovery)  in  any  case  where 
the  incorrect  payment  has  been  made  (including  payments 
under  section  1809(g) )  for  services  furnished  to  an  individ- 
ual who  is  without  fault  and  where  such  adjustment  ( or 
recovery)  would  defeat  the  purposes  of  title  II  or  would  be 
against  equity  and  good  conscience. 

"(d)  No  certifying  or  disbursing  officer  shall  be  held 
liable  for  any  amount  certified  or  paid  by  him  to  any  pro- 
vider of  services  where  the  adjustment  or  recovery  of  such 
amount  is  waived  under  subsection  (c)  or  where  adjust- 
ment under  subsection  (b)  is  not  completed  prior  to  the 
death  of  all  persons  against  whose  benefits  such  adjustment 
is  authorized. 

"use  of  private  organizations  to  facilitate 
payment  to  providers  of  service 
"Sec.  1815.  (a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  enter 
into  an  agreement  with  any  organization,  which  has  been 
designated  by  any  group  of  providers  of  services,  or  by  an 
association  of  such  providers  on  behalf  of  its  members,  to 
receive  payments  under  section  1811  on  behalf  of  such  pro- 
viders, providing  for  the  determination  by  such  organization 
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(subject  to  such  review  by  the  Secretary  as  may  be  provided 
for  by  the  agreement)  of  the  amount  of  payments  required 
pursuant  to  this  title  to  be  made  to  such  providers,  and  for 
making  such  payments.  The  Secretary  shall  not  enter  into 
an  agreement  with  any  organization  under  this  section 
unless  he  finds  it  consistent  with  effective  and  efficient  ad- 
ministration of  this  title. 

"(b)  To  the  extent  that  the  Secretary  finds  that  per- 
formance of  any  of  the  following  functions  by  an  organiza- 
tion with  which  he  has  entered  into  an  agreement  under 
subsection  (a)  will  be  advantageous  and  ivill  promote  the 
efficient  administration  of  this  title,  he  may  also  include  in 
the  agreement  provision  that  the  organization  shall  (with 
respect  to  providers  of  services  which  are  to  receive  payments 
through  the  organization) — 

"(1)  serve  as  a  center  for,  and  communicate  to 
providers,  any  information  or  instructions  furnished  to 
it  by  the  Secretary,  and  serve  as  a  channel  of  communi- 
cation from  providers  to  the  Secretary; 

"(2)  make  such  audits  of  the  records  of  providers 
as  may  be  necessary  to  insure  that  proper  payments  are 
made  under  this  title; 

"(3)  assist  in  the  application  of  safeguards  against 
unnecessary  utilization  of  services  furnished  by  providers 
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to  individuals  entitled  to  have  payment  made  under 
this  title  with  respect  to  services  furnished  them; 

"(4)  perform  such  other  duties  as  are  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  functions  specified  in  subsection  (a) 
and  this  subsection. 

"(c)  An  agreement  with  any  organization  under  this 
section  may  contain  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secre- 
tary finds  necessary  or  appropriate,  and  may  provide  for 
advances  of  funds  to  the  organization  for  the  making  of 
payments  by  it  under  subsection  (a)  and  shall  provide  for 
payment  of  the  reasonable  cost  of  administration  of  the 
organization  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  to  be  necessary 
and  proper  for  carrying  out  the  functions  covered  by  the 
agreement. 

"(d)  If  the  designation  of  an  organization  as  provided 
in  this  section  is  made  by  an  association  of  providers  of 
services,  it  shall  not  be  binding  on  members  of  the  association 
which  notify  the  Secretary  of  their  election  to  that  effect. 
Any  provider  may,  upon  such  notice  as  may  be  specified  in 
the  agreement  with  an  organization,  withdraw  his  designa- 
tion to  receive  payments  through  such  organization  and  any 
provider  who  has  not  designated  an  organization  may  elect 
to  receive  payments  from  an  organization  which  has  entered 
into  agreement  with  the  Secretary  under  this  section,  if  the 
Secretary  and  the  organization  agree  to  it. 
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"(e)  An  agreement  with  the  Secretary  under  this  sec- 
tion may  be  terminated — 

"(1)  by  the  organization  entering  into  such  agree- 
ment at  such  time  and  upon  such  notice  to  the  Secre- 
tary, to  the  public,  and  to  the  providers  as  may  be 
provided  in  regulations,  or 

"(2)  by  the  Secretary  at  such  time  and  upon  such 
notice  to  the  organization,  and  to  the  providers  ivhich 
have  designated  it  for  purposes  of  this  section,  as  may 
be  provided  in  regulations,  but  only  if  he  finds,  after 
reasonable  notice  and  opportunity  for  hearing  to  the 
organization,  that  (A)  the  organization  has  failed  sub- 
stantially to  carry  out  the  agreement,  or  (B)  the  con- 
tinuation of  some  or  all  of  the  functions  provided  for 
in  the  agreement  with  the  organization  is  disadvan- 
tageous or  is  inconsistent  with  efficient  administration 
of  this  title. 

"(f)  An  agreement  with  an  organization  under  this 
section  may  require  any  of  its  officers  or  employees  certi- 
fying payments  or  disbursing  funds  pursuant  to  the  agree- 
ment, or  otherwise  participating  in  carrying  out  the  agree- 
ment, to  give  surety  bond  to  the  United  States  in  such  amount 
as  the  Secretary  may  deem  appropriate,  and  may  provide 
for  the  payment  of  the  charges  for  such  bond  from  the  Fed- 
eral Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
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"(g)(1)  No  individual  designated  'pursuant  to  an 
agreement  under  this  section  as  a  certifying  officer  shall,  in 
the  absence  of  gross  negligence  or  intent  to  defraud  the 
United  States,  be  liable  with  respect  to  any  payments  certi- 
fied by  him  under  this  section. 

"(2)  No  disbursing  officer  shall,  in  the  absence  of 
gross  negligence  or  intent  to  defraud  the  United  States,  be 
liable  with  respect  to  any  payment  by  him  under  this  section 
if  it  was  based  upon  a  voucher  signed  by  a  certifying  officer 
designated  as  provided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 
"option  to  individuals  to  obtain  supplementary 
private  health  insurance  protection 

"Sec.  1816.  (a)  Nothing  contained  in  this  title  shall  be 
construed  to  preclude  any  State  from  providing,  or  any  in- 
dividual from  purchasing  or  otherwise  securing,  protection 
against  the  cost  of  health  or  medical  care  services  in  addition 
to  those  for  which  payment  may  be  made  under  this  title. 

"(b)  The  Secretary  shall  consult  with  providers  of  hos- 
pital or  other  medical  care  services,  and  with  insurance  com- 
panies and  other  similar  organizations  providing  protection 
against  the  costs  of  any  of  such  services,  and  representatives 
of  such  providers,  insurance  companies,  or  other  similar 
organizations,  and  with  appropriate  State  and  other  public  or 
private  agencies  or  organizations  to  the  end  that  they  are 
encouraged  and  assisted  in  developing  and  providing  pro- 
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tection,  which  supplements  that  provided  under  this  title, 
against  the  costs  of  health  or  other  medical  care  services  for 
which  payments  may  not  be  made  under  this  title. 

"regulations 
"Sec.  1817.  When  used  in  this  title,  the  term  'regula- 
tions' means,  unless  the  context  otherwise  requires,  regula- 
tions prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
"application  of  certain  provisions  of  title  II 
"Sec.  1818.  The  provisions  of  sections  206,  208,  and 
216 (j),  and  of  subsections  (a),  (d),  (e),  (f),  and  (h)  of 
section  205  shall  also  apply  with  respect  to  this  title  to  the 
same  extent  as  they  are  applicable  with  respect  to  title  II. 
"designation  of  organization  or  publication  by 

NAME 

"Sec.  1819.  Designation  in  this  title,  by  name,  of  any 
nongovernmental  organization  or  publication  shall  not  be 
affected  by  change  of  name  of  such  organization  or  publica- 
tion, and  shall  apply  to  any  successor  organization  or  publi- 
cation which  the  Secretary  finds  serves  the  purpose  for  which 
such  designation  is  made." 

FEDERAL  HOSPITAL  INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND 

Sec.  213.  (a)  Section  201  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
is  amended  by  redesignating  subsections  (c),  (d),  (e), 
(f),  (g),  and  (h)  as  subsections  (d),  (e),  (f),  (g),  (h), 
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and  (i),  respectively,  and  by  adding  after  subsection  (b) 
the  following  new  subsection: 

11  (c)  There  is  hereby  created  on  the  books  of  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  a  trust  fund  to  be  known  as 
the  'Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund'.  The  Federal 
Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  shall  consist  of  such  amounts 
as  may  be  appropriated  to,  or  deposited  in,  such  fund  as 
provided  in  this  section.  There  is  hereby  appropriated  to  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30, 1966,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  out 
of  any  moneys  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
amounts  equivalent  to  100  per  centum  of — 

"(1)(A)  0.6  of  1  per  centum  of  the  wages  (as 
defined  in  section  3121  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954)  paid  after  December  31,  1964,  and  prior  to 
January  1,  1966,  and  reported  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  or  his  delegate  pursuant  to  subtitle  F  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954,  which  wages  shall  be 
certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the  records  of  wages  established 
and  maintained  by  such  Secretary  in  accordance  with 
such  reports;  and  (B)  0.76  of  1  per  centum  of  the 
wages  (as  so  defined)  paid  after  December  31,  1965, 
and  so  reported,  which  shall  be  so  certified  by  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare;  and 


94 

"(2)  (A)  0.45  of  1  per  centum  of  the  amount  of 
self -employment  income  (as  defined  in  section  1402  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954)  reported  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate  on  tax  returns 
under  subtitle  F  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954 
for  any  taxable  year  beginning  after  December  31, 1964, 
and  prior  to  January  1,  1966,  which  self-employment 
income  shall  be  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  on  the  basis  of  the  records  of 
self -employment  income  established  and  maintained  by 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  in 
accordance  with  such  returns;  and  (B)  0.57  of  1  per 
centum  of  the  self-employment  income  (as  so  defined) 
reported  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  or  his  delegate 
on  tax  returns  under  such  subtitle  F  for  any  taxable  year 
beginning  after  December  31,  1965,  which  shall  be  so 
certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare." 

(b)(1)  The  heading  of  section  201  of  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Act  is  amended  to  read:  " federal  old-age  and  SUR- 
VIVORS INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  FEDERAL  DISABILITY 
INSURANCE  TRUST  FUND,  AND  FEDERAL  HOSPITAL  INSUR- 
ANCE TRUST  FUND". 

(2)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  201  of  such  Act  is 
amended  by  inserting  ((and  the  amounts  specified  in  clause 
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(1)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this  section"  immediately  before 
the  semicolon  in  clause  (3)  thereof,  by  inserting  11  and  the 
amount  specified  in  clause  (2)  of  subsection  (c)  of  this 
section'  immediately  before  the  period  in  clause  (4)  there- 
of, and  by  striking  out  the  last  sentence  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof:  "The  amounts  appropriated  by  clauses  (3) 
and  (4)  shall  be  transferred  from  time  to  time  from  the 
general  fund  in  the  Treasury  to  the  Federal  Old-Age  and 
Survivors  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  the  amounts  appropriated 
by  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of  subsection  (b)  shall  be  trans- 
ferred from  time  to  time  from  the  general  fund  in  the 
Treasury  to  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund, 
and  the  amounts  appropriated  by  clauses  (1)  and  (2)  of 
subsection  (c)  shall  be  transferred  from  time  to  time  from 
the  general  fund  in  the  Treasury  to  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  such  amounts  to  be  determined  on 
the  basis  of  estimates  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of 
the  taxes,  specified  in  clauses  (3)  and  (4)  of  this  subsection, 
paid  to  or  deposited  into  the  Treasury;  and  proper  adjust- 
ment shall  be  made  in  amounts  subsequently  transferred  to 
the  extent  prior  estimates  were  in  excess  of  or  were  less 
than  the  taxes  specified  in  such  clauses  (3)  and  (4)  of 
this  subsection" 

(c)  The  first  sentence  of  the  subsection  of  such  section 
201  herein  redesignated  as  subsection  (d)  is  amended  by 
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striking  out  "and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund". 

(d)  Paragraph  (1)  of  the  subsection  of  such  section 
201  herein  redesignated  as  subsection  (h)  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "title  II  and  VIII"  and  "this  title"  wherever 
they  appear  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "this  title  and  title 
XVIIL" 

(e)  The  last  sentence  of  paragraph  (2)  of  such  sub- 
section is  amended  by  striking  out  "and  clause  (1)  of  sub- 
section (b)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  clause  (1)  of 
subsection  (b),  and  clause  (1)  of  subsection  (c)". 

(f)  The  subsection  of  such  section  herein  redesig- 
nated as  subsection  (i)  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  new  sentence:  "Payments  required  to 
be  made  under  title  XVIII  shall  be  made  only  from  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund." 

(g)  Section  218(h)(1)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "and  (b)(1)"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
",  (b)(1),  and  (c)(1)". 

(h)  Section  221  (e)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  "Trust  Funds"  wherever  that 
appears  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "Trust  Funds  (ex- 
cept the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund)"; 

(B)  by  striking  out  "subsection   (g)   of  section 
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201"  and  inserting  in  lieu  (hereof  "subsection  (It)  of 
section  201" ;  and 

(C)  by  inserting  "under  this  title"  before  the  period 
at  the  end  thereof. 

(i)  Section  1106(b)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by 
striking  out  "and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund". 

TRANSITIONAL  PROVISION  FOR  ELIGIBILITY  FOR 
PRESENTLY  UNINSURED  INDIVIDUALS 

Sec.  214.  (a)  Anyone  who — 

(1)  has  attained  the  age  of  65, 

(2)  (A)  attained  such  age  before  1968,  or  (B) 
has  not  less  than  3  quarters  of  coverage  (as  defined  in 
title  II  of  the  Social  Security  Act  or  section  5(1)  of 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937),  whenever  ac- 
quired, for  each  calendar  year  elapsing  after  1965  and 
before  the  year  in  ivhich  he  attained  such  age, 

(3)  is  not,  and  upon  filing  application  therefor 
would  not  be,  entitled  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  un- 
der section  202  of  the  Social  Security  Act  and  does  not 
meet  the  requirements  set  forth  in  subparagraph  (B)  of 
A.H.R.  11865  7 
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section  21(b)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937, 
and 

(4)  has  filed  an  application  under  this  section  at 
such  time,  in  such  manner,  and  in  accordance  with  such 
other  requirements  as  may  he  prescribed  in  regulations 
of  the  Secretary, 
shall  (subject  to  the  limitations  in  this  section)  be  deemed, 
solely  for  purposes  of  section  1805  of  the  Social  Security 
Act,  to  be  entitled  to  monthly  insurance  benefits  under  such 
section  202  for  each  month,  beginning  loith  the  first  month 
in  which  he  meets  the  requirements  of  this  subsection  and 
ending  with  the  month  in  which  he  dies  or,  if  earlier,  the 
month  before  the  month  in  which  he  becomes  entitled  to 
monthly  insurance  benefits  under  such  section  202  or  meets 
the  requirements  set  forth  in  subparagraph  (B)  of  section 
21(b)  of  the  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937. 

(b)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall  apply  only 
in  the  case  of  an  individual  who — 

(1)  is  a  resident  of  the  United  States  (as  de- 
fined in  section  210  of  the  Social  Security  Act),  and 

(2)  is  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  or  has  re- 
sided in  the  United  States  (as  so  defined)  continuously 
for  not  less  than  10  years. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  shall  not  apply  to 
any  individual  who — 
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( 1 )  is  a  member  of  any  organization  referred  to  in 
section  210(a)  ( 17)  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

(2)  has  been  convicted  of  any  offense  listed  in 
section  202 ( u )  of  the  Social  Security  Act, 

(3)  is  an  employee  of  the  United  States,  or 

(4)  is  eligible  for  the  benefits  of  the  Federcd  Em- 
ployees Health  Benefits  Act  of  1959  or  the  Retired 
Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Act. 

(d)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  (established  by 
section  201  of  the  Social  Security  Act)  from  time  to  time 
such  sums  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary,  on  account  of — 

(1)  payments  made  from  such  Trust  Fund  under 
title  XVIII  of  such  Act  ivith  respect  to  individuals  who 
are  entitled  to  insurance  benefits  under  such  title  solely 
by  reason  of  this  section, 

(2)  the  additioncd  administrative  expenses  result- 
ing therefrom,  and 

(3)  any  loss  in  interest  to  such  Trust  Fund  result- 
ing from  the  payment  of  such  amounts, 

in  order  to  place  such  Trust  Fund  in  the  same  position  in 
which  it  would  have  been  if  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this 
section  had  not  been  enacted. 
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TECHNICAL  AMENDMENTS 

Suspension  in  Case  of  Aliens 
Sec.  215.  (a)  Subsection  (t)  of  section  202  of  such 

Act  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 

new  paragraph: 

"(9)  No  payments  shall  be  made  under  title 
XVIII  with  respect  to  services  furnished  to  an  individ- 
ual in  any  month  for  which  the  prohibition  in  para- 
graph (1)  against  payment  of  benefits  to  him  is  ap- 
plicable (or  ivould  be  if  he  were  entitled  to  any  such 
benefits)." 

Persons  Convicted  of  Subversive  Activities 

(b)  Subsection  (u)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "and"  before  the  phrase  "in  determining  the 
amount  of  any  such  benefit  payable  to  such  individual  for 
any  such  month"  and  inserting  after  such  phrase  "and  in 
determining  whether  such  individual  is  entitled  to  insurance 
benefits  under  title  XVIII  for  any  such  month". 

Advisory  Council  on  Social  Security  Financing 

(c)  (1)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  116  of  the  Social 
Security  Amendments  of  1956  is  amended  by  striking  out 
"and  of  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund"  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  of  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
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Trust  Fund,  and  of  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund'*.  Such  subsection  is  further  amended  by  inserting  be- 
fore the  period  at  the  end  thereof  "and  the  insurance  benefits 
program  under  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act". 

(2)  Subsection  (d)  of  such  section  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "and  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund" 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ",  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund". 

(3)  Subsection  (f)  of  such  section  is  amended  by 
striking  out  u,  the  adequacy  of  benefits  under  the  program, 
and  all  other  aspects  of  the  program"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  "and  the  insurance  benefits  program  under  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  the  adequacy  of  benefits 
under  the  programs,  and  all  other  aspects  of  the  programs" . 

TECHNICAL   AMENDMENT   TO   INTERNAL   REVENUE  CODE 

Sec.  216.  Section  3121(1)  (6 )  of  the  Internal  Reve- 
nue Code  of  1954  is  amended  by  striking  out  "and  the  Fed- 
eral Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund,"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ",  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust  Fund,  and 
the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund".  The  amend- 
ment made  by  this  section  shall  be  effective  January  1,  1966. 
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Part  B— Railroad  Retirement 
Amendments 

hospital  insurance  benefits  for  the  aged  under 
the  railroad  retirement  act 

Sec.  221.  (a)  The  Railroad  Retirement  Act  of  1937 
is  amended  by  adding  after  section  20  of  such  Act  the  follow- 
ing new  section : 

"Hospital  Insurance  Benefits  for  the  Aged 

"Sec.  21.  (a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  section,  and 
subject  to  the  conditions  hereinafter  provided,  the  Board 
shall  have  the  same  authority  to  determine  the  rights  of 
individuals  described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  to 
have  payments  made  on  their  behalf  for  insurance  benefits 
consisting  of  inpatient  hospital  services,  skilled  nursing 
facility  services,  home  health  services,  and  outpatient  hos- 
pital diagnostic  services  within  the  meaning  of  title  XVIII 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  as  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  has  under  such  title  XVIII  with  respect  to 
individuals  to  whom  such  title  applies.  The  rights  of  indi- 
viduals described  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  to  have 
payment  made  on  their  behalf  for  the  services  referred  to  in 
the  next  preceding  sentence  shall  be  the  same  as  those  of 
individuals  to  whom  title  XV III  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
applies  and  this  section  shall  be  administered  by  the  Board 
as  if  the  provisions  of  such  title  XV III  were  applicable,  refer- 
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ences  to  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare 
were  to  the  Board,  references  to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund  were  to  the  Railroad  Retirement  Account, 
references  to  the  U nited  States  or  a  State  including  Canada  or 
a  subdivision  thereof,  and  the  provisions  of  sections  1807  and 
1812  of  such  title  XV 111  were  not  included  in  such  title.  For 
purposes  of  section  11,  a  determination  with  respect  to  the 
rights  of  an  individual  under  this  section  shall,  except  in  the 
case  of  a  provider  of  services,  be  considered  to  be  a  decision 
with  respect  to  an  annuity. 

"(b)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  section, 
every  individual  who — 

"(A)  has  attained  age  sixty- five,  and 
"(B)  (i)  is  entitled  to  an  annuity,  or  (ii)  would 
be  entitled  to  an  annuity  had  he  ceased  compensated 
service  and,  in  the  case  of  a  spouse,  had  such  spouse's 
husband  or  wife  ceased  compensated  service,  or  (Hi) 
had  been  awarded  a  pension  under  section  6,  or  (iv) 
bears  a  relationship  to  an  employee  which,  by  reason  of 
section  3(e),  has  been,  or  would  be,  taken  into  account 
in  calculating  the  amount  of  an  annuity  of  such  employee 
or  his  survivor, 
shall  be  entitled  to  have  payment  made  for  the  services  re- 
ferred to  in  subsectioyi  (a),  and  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  such  subsection.   The  payments  for  services  herein 
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nrovidcd  for  shall  be  made  from  the  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
count (in  accordance  with,  and  subject  to,  the  conditions 
applicable  under  section  10(b)  in  making  payment  of  other 
bote  fits)  to  the  hospital,  skilled  nursing  facility,  or  home 
health  agency  providing  such  services,  including  such  serv- 
ices provided  in  Canada  to  individuals  to  whom  this  sub- 
section applies  but  only  to  the  extent  that  the  amount  of 
payments  for  services  otherwise  hereunder  provided  for  an 
individual  exceeds  the  amount  payable  for  like  services  pro- 
vided pursuant  to  the  law  in  effect  in  the  place  in  Canada 
where  such  services  are  furnished. 

11  (c)  No  individual  shall  be  entitled  to  have  payment 
made  for  the  same  services,  which  are  provided  for  in  this 
section,  under  both  this  section  and  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act,  and  no  individual  shall  be  entitled  to  have 
payment  made  under  both  this  section  and  such  title  XVIII 
for  more  than  the  number  of  days  of  inpatient  hospital  serv- 
ices determined  as  provided  in  section  1804  of  such  Act 
or  more  than  180  days  of  skilled  nursing  facilities  services 
during  any  benefit  period,  or  more  than  two  hundred  and 
forty  visits  in  any  calendar  year  in  ivhich  home  health 
services  are  furnished.  In  any  case  in  which  an  individual 
would,  but  for  the  preceding  sentence,  be  entitled  to  have 
payment  for  such  services  made  under  both  this  section 
and  such  title  XVIII,  payment  for  such  services  to  which 
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such  individual  is  entitled  shall  be  made  in  accordance  with 
the  'procedures  established  pursuant  to  the  next  succeeding 
sentence,  upon  certification  by  the  Board  or  by  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of 
the  Board  and  such  Secretary  with  respect  to  such  cases 
jointly  to  establish  procedures  designed  to  minimize  dupli- 
cations of  requests  for  payment  for  services,  of  elections  for 
purposes  of  determining  the  number  of  days  of  inpatient 
hospital  services  for  which  payment  may  be  made,  and  of 
determinations  and  to  assign  administrative  functions  be- 
tween them  so  as  to  promote  the  greatest  facility,  efficiency, 
and  consistency  of  administration  of  this  section  and  title 
XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act;  and,  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  this  subsection  to  assure  that  the  rights  of  individuals 
under  this  section  or  title  XVIII  of  the  Social  Security  Act 
shall  not  be  impaired  or  diminished  by  reason  of  the  admin- 
istration of  this  section  and  title  XV III  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.  The  procedures  so  established  may  be  in- 
cluded in  regulations  issued  by  the  Board  and  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  to  implement 
this  section  and  such  title  XVIII,  respectively. 

"(d)  Any  agreement  entered  into  by  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pursuant  to  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  shall  be  entered  into  on  behalf  of 
both  such  Secretary  and  the  Board.   The  preceding  sentence 
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shall  not  be  construed  to  limit  the  authority  of  the  Board  to 
enter  on  its  own  behalf  into  any  such  agreement  relating 
to  services  provided  in  Canada  or  in  any  facility  devoted 
primarily  to  railroad  employees. 

"(e)(1)  A  request  for  payment  for  services  filed 
under  this  section  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  request  for  pay- 
ment for  services  filed  as  of  the  same  time  under  title  XV 111 
of  the  Social  Security  Act,  and  a  request  for  payment  for 
services  filed  under  such  title  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  request 
for  payment  for  services  filed  as  of  the  same  time  under 
this  section. 

"(2)  An  election  filed  under  this  section  for  purposes 
of  determining  the  number  of  days  of  inpatient  hospital 
services  for  which  payment  may  be  made,  as  provided  in 
section  1804(c)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  shall  be  deemed 
an  election  filed  as  of  the  same  time  under  section  1804(c) 
of  such  Act,  and  such  an  election  filed  under  such  section 
1804(c)  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  filed  at  the  same  time 
under  this  section. 

"(f)  The  Board  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Educa- 
tion, and  Welfare  shall  furnish  each  other  with  such  infor- 
mation, records,  and  documents  as  may  be  considered  neces- 
sary to  the  administration  of  this  section  or  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act" 
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Amendment  Preserving  Relationship  Between  Railroad 
Retirement  and  Old-Age,  Survivor's,  Disability,  and 
Hospital  Insurance  Systems 

(b)  Section  (l)(q)  of  such  Act  is  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  "1961"  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "1964". 
Financial  Interchange  Between  Railroad  Retirement  Ac- 
count and  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund 

(c)  (1)  Section  5(h)(2)  of  such  Act  is  amended — 

(A)  by  striking  out  subparagraphs  (A)  and  (B) 
and  redesignating  subparagraphs  (C),  (D),  and  (E) 
as  subparagraphs  (A),  (B),  and  (C),  respectively; 

(B)  by  striking  out  the  second  sentence  and  the 
last  sentence  of  the  subparagraph  redesignated  as  sub- 
paragraph (A)  by  subparagraph  (A)  of  this  paragraph; 

(C)  by  adding  at  the  end  of  the  subparagraph 
redesignated  as  subparagraph  (A)  by  subparagraph 
(A)  of  this  paragraph  the  following  new  subdivision : 

"(Hi)  At  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1966,  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  the 
Board  and  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  shall  determine  the  amount,  if  any,  which, 
if  added  to  or  subtracted  from  the  Federal  Hospital 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  would  place  such  fund  in 
the  same  position  in  which  it  would,  hare  been  if 
service  as  an  employee  after  December  31,  1936, 
had  been  included  in  the  term  'employment''  as 
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defined  in  the  Social  Security  Act  and  in  the  Federal 
Insurance  Contributions  Act.  Such  determina- 
tion shall  be  made  no  later  than  June  lo  foil  owing 
the  close  of  the  fiscal  year.  If  such  amount  is  to  be 
added  to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
the  Board  shall,  within  ten  days  after  the  deter- 
mination, certify  such  amount  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  for  transfer  from  the  Retirement  Ac- 
count to  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust 
Fund;  if  such  amount  is  to  be  subtracted  from  the 
Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund  the  Secre- 
tary of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  shall,  with- 
in ten  days  after  the  determination,  certify  such 
amount  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  for  trans- 
fer from  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund 
to  the  Retirement  Account.  The  amount  so  certified 
shall  further  include  interest  (at  the  rate  deter- 
mined under  subparagraph  (B)  for  the  fiscal  year 
under  consideration )  payable  from  the  close  of  such 
fiscal  year  until  the  date  of  certification." ; 
(D)  by  striking  out  "subparagraph  (B)  and,  ((')'' 
where  it  appears  in  the  subparagraph  redesignated  as 
subparagraph  (B)  by  subparagraph  (A)  of  this  para- 
graph and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  u  subparagraph 
(A)";  and 
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( E)  by  amending  the  subparagraph  redesignated 
as  subparagraph  ((')  by  subparagraph  (A)  of  this 
paragraph  to  read  as  follows: 

"(G)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  transfer  to  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Sur- 
vivors Insurance  Trust  Fund,  the  Federal  Disability  In- 
surance Trust  Fund,  or  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance 
Trust  Fund  from  the  Retirement  Account  or  to  the  Re- 
tirement Account  from  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Sur- 
vivors Insurance  Trust  Fund,  the  Federal  Disability 
Insurance  Trust  Fund,  or  the  Federal  Hospital  Insur- 
ance Trust  Fund,  as  the  case  may  be,  such  amounts  as, 
from  time  to  time,  may  be  determined  by  the  Board  and 
the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  pur- 
suant to  the  provisions  of  subparagraph  (A),  and  certi- 
fied by  the  Board  or  the  Secretary  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  for  transfer  from  the  Retirement  Account 
or  from  the  Federal  Old- Age  and  Survivors  Insurance 
Trust  Fund,  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance  Trust 
Fund,  or  the  Federal  Hospital  Insurance  Trust  Fund." 
(2)  The  amendments  made  by  paragraph  (1)  of  tJiis 
subsection  shall  be  effective  January  1,  1966.  Such  amend- 
ments and  the  amendments  made  by  section  202(a)  shall 
not  be  coiistrued  to  increase  or  diminish  the  sums  to  be  trans- 
ferred, under  the  provisions  of  section  5(h)(2)    of  the 
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Railroad  Retirement  Act  before  their  amendment  by  para- 
graph (1)  of  this  subsection,  between  the  Railroad  Retire- 
ment Account  and  the  Federal  Old-Age  and  Survivors 
Insurance  Trust  Fund  or  the  Federal  Disability  Insurance 
Trust  Fund. 

Part  C — Miscellaneous  Provisions 

STUDIES  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Sec.  231.  The  Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  shall  carry  on  studies  and  develop  recommendations 
to  be  submitted  from  time  to  time  to  the  Congress  relating 
to  (1)  the  adequacy  of  existing  facilities  for  health  care  for 
purposes  of  the  program  established  by  this  Act;  (2)  methods 
for  encouraging  the  further  development  of  efficient  and 
economical  forms  of  health  care  which  are  a  constructive  al- 
ternative to  inpatient  hospital  care;  (3)  the  feasibility  of 
providing  additional  types  of  health  insurance  benefits  within 
the  financial  resources  provided  by  this  Act;  and  (4)  the 
effects  of  the  deductibles  upon  beneficiaries,  hospitals,  and  the 
financing  of  the  program. 

Part  D — Complementary  Private  Health  Insur- 
ance for  Individuals  Aged  Sixty-five  or  Over 

purpose 

Sec.  241.  The  Congress  hereby  declares  that  it  is  the 
purpose  of  this  part  to  provide,  for  all  individuals  aged 
sixty-five  or  over,  the  opportunity  to  secure  at  reasonable 
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cost  private  health  insurance  which  will  insure  them  against 
the  cost  of  health  services  which  are  not  covered  under  the 
program  established  by  title  XV III  of  the  Social  Security 
Act. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  242.  For  purposes  of  the  succeeding  provisions  of 
this  part — 

(a)  the  term  "health  insurance  policy "  means  the 
policy,  contract,  agreement,  or  other  arrangement  en- 
tered into  between  a  carrier  and  another  person  whereby 
the  carrier,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  to  it  of  a 
periodic  premium,  undertakes  to  provide,  pay  for,  or 
reimburse  the  cost  of,  health  services  for  the  individual 
(or  group  of  individuals)  who  are  the  beneficiaries  of 
such  policy,  contract,  agreement,  or  other  arrangement; 

(b)  the  ''standard  policy"  of  insurance  to  be  devised 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  232(c)  may  include 
any  of  the  "health  insurance  benefits"  described  in  sub- 
section (c),  and  shall  include  at  least  the  following 
health  insurance  benefits — 

(1 )  payment  of  part  or  all  of  most  charges  for 
or  toward  physicians  services  whether  performed 
at  the  physicians  office  or  any  other  place; 

(2)  payment,  in  accordance  with  a  schedule. 


for  or  toward  the  costs  of  surgery  performed  in  or 
out  of  a  hospital; 

(3)  payment  of  not  less  than  the  first  $15 
of  charge  for  consultation  with  a  physician  who  is  a 
specialist  in  any  area  of  medicine  or  surgery;  and, 

(4)  payment,  in  accordance  with  a  schedule 
of  fees  for  or  toward  charges  for  diagnostic  care,  and 
laboratory  and  X-ray  services; 

(c)  the  term  "health  insurance  benefits"  or  the 
term  "benefits"  when  used  in  connection  with  health 
insurance,  means  insurance  against  all  or  any  part  of 
the  costs  of  any  or  all  of  the  following — 

(1 )  services  provided  by  physicians,  surgeons, 
dentists,  or  any  other  medical  care  or  remedial  care 
recognized  under  State  law; 

(2)  diagnostic  care,  and  laboratory  and  X-ray 
services; 

(3)  prescribed  drugs,  eyeglasses,  dentures,  and 
prosthetic  devices; 

(4)  private-duty  nursing  services; 

(5)  home  health  care  services; 

(6)  inpatient  hospital  services; 

(7)  skilled  nursing  services; 

but  only  to  the  extent  that  any  such  care,  services,  or 
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benefits  are  not  covered  under  the  program  established 
by  title  XV 111  of  the  Social  Security  Act; 

(d)  the  term  "carrier"  means  a  voluntary  associa- 
tion, corporation,  partnership,  or  other  nongovern- 
mental organization  which  is  lawfully  engaged  in  pro- 
viding, paying  for,  or  reimbursing  the  costs  of,  health 
services  for  individuals  or  groups  under  health  insurance 
policies  in  consideration  of  premiums  payable  to  the 
carrier  and  which  meets  reasonable  standards  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary; 

(e)  the  term  "premium"  means  the  amount  of  the 
consideration  charged  by  a  carrier  for  coverage  by  a 
health  insurance  policy  offered  by  the  carrier;  and 

(f)  the  term  "Secretary"  means  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

AUTHORIZATION  OF  ASSOCIATION 

Sec.  243.  (a)  In  order  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
this  part,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  established,  sub- 
ject  to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  an  association  to  be 
known  as  the  National  Association  of  Carriers  To  Provide 
Health  Insurance  for  Individuals  Aged  Sixty- five  or  Over 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "association" ) . 

(b)  The  association  shall  be  composed  of  carriers  which 
shall  have  voluntarily  joined  together  for  the  purpose  of 

A.H.R.  11865  8 
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carrying  out  the  purposes  of  this  part,  and  membership 
therein  shall  be  open  to  all  responsible  carriers  which  desire 
to  participate  in  the  activities  of  the  association  and  agree 
to  abide  by  the  rules  and  regulations  governing  the  associa- 
tion as  set  forth  in,  or  promulgated  pursuant  to,  the  pro- 
visions of  this  part. 

(c)(1)  It  shall  be  the  function  of  the  association  to 
devise  (in  cooperation  with  and  subject  to  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary),  and  offer  for  sale  through  its  members,  a 
health  insurance  policy  offering  health  insurance  benefits  for 
the  aged  designed  to  complement  the  health  insurance  bene- 
fits provided  for  eligible  individuals  under  title  XVIII  of 
the  Social  Security  Act.  Such  policy  shall  offer  at  least 
the  health  insurance  benefits  described  in  section  231(b). 
All  the  terms  and  conditions  of  such  policy  as  well  as  the 
terms  and  conditions  under  which  it  is  offered  and  sold 
shall  be  uniform,  except  that  the  association  may  provide 
that  the  amount  of  the  premium  to  be  paid  for  such  a  policy 
and  the  extent  of  the  benefits  provided  thereunder  shall 
vary  in  different  areas  of  the  United  States  as  well  as  with- 
in different  areas  of  any  State,  whenever  necessary  to  reflect 
differences  in  the  cost  of  securing  health  services  of  the  type 
for  which  benefits  are  provided  under  such  policy. 

(2)  The  policy  devised  by  the  association  pursuant  to 
paragraph  (1)  shall  in  the  succeeding  provisions  of  this 
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part  be  referred  to  as  the  "standard  policy" '.  In  order  to 
minimize  the  factor  of  adverse  selection  in  the  sale  of  the 
standard  policy,  the  association  shall  establish  appropriate 
limitations  upon  the  period,  during  each  year,  when  such 
policy  may  be  offered  to  new  subscribers. 

(3)  The  association  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
shall  develop  and  circulate  among  its  members  minimum 
standards  with  respect  to  health  insurance  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  its  members,  or  any  of  them,  to  devise  and  offer 
for  sale  one  or  more  health  insurance  policies  each  of  which 
may  serve  as  an  alternative  to  the  standard  policy.  Such 
standards  shall  require  that  any  such  policy  shall  fulfill  the 
same  purposes  as  does  the  standard  policy  and  will  repre- 
sent to  the  subscriber  thereof  a  dollar  value  which  is  not 
less  than  that  represented  by  the  standard  policy.  Any 
member  of  the  association  desiring  to  offer  for  sale  any 
such  policy  shall  first  submit  to  the  association  and  to  the 
Secretary  copies  of  the  proposed  policy,  together  with  any 
information  related  thereto  which  the  association  shall  deem 
pertinent.  If  the  association  and  the  Secretary  after  due 
consideration,  find  that  such  proposed  policy  fulfills  the  same 
purposes  as  does  the  standard  policy  and  will  represent  to 
the  subscriber  thereof  a  dollar  value  which  is  not  less  than 
that  represented  by  the  standard  policy,  they  shall  approve 
such  proposed  policy.    Upon  the  approval  by  the  association 
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and  the  Secretary  of  any  such  proposed  policy,  such  policy 
may  thereafter  be  offered  for  sale  by  any  carrier  which  is  a 
member  of  the  association  in  the  same  manner  and  subject  to 
the  same  conditions  as  obtain  with  respect  to  the  standard 
policy.  In  this  part  any  such  policy  shall  be  referred  to  as 
an  " alternative  policy^. 

(4)  All  premiums  receivable  on  account  of  the  standard 
policy  or  alternative  policies  sold  by  members  of  the  asso- 
ciation shall  be  covered  into  a  common  fund  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  "reserve  fund")  established  by  the  associa- 
tion for  the  purpose  of  receiving  such  premiums,  and  all 
benefits  payable  on  account  of  such  policies  as  well  as  the 
reasonable  administrative  expenses  incurred  in  connection 
with  such  policies  shall  be  paid  from  the  reserve  fund.  The 
association  shall  invest  such  portion  of  the  reserve  fund  as 
is  not,  in  their  judgment,  required  to  meet  current  with- 
drawals. Moneys  in  the  reserve  fund  may  be  invested  only 
in  interest-bearing  obligations  of  the  United  States  or  in  obli- 
gations guaranteed  as  to  both  principal  and  interest  by  the 
United  States.  The  assets  of  the  reserve  fund  shall  be  the 
property  of  the  association  and  the  expenses  of  the  associar 
tion  shall  be  defrayed  from  moneys  in  such  fund. 

(5)  In  order  to  hold  within  proper  limits  the  portion  of 
the  premiums  paid  for  the  standard  policy  or  alternative 
policies  which  are  attributable  to  expenses  in  connection  with 
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the  sale  and  administration  of  such  policies,  appropriate 
limitations  shall  be  placed  upon  the  amounts  which  members 
of  the  association  may  claim  from  the  reserve  fund  on  account 
of  such  expenses.  Such  limitation  shall  be  established  by  the 
association,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Advisory  Council 
( established  pursuant  to  section  235 )  and  of  the  Secretary. 

(6)  The  association,  in  cooperation  with  the  Advisory 
Council  and  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  shall  devise 
programs  designed  to  enable  persons  who  have  not  attained 
age  sixty-five  and  are  still  employed  to  purchase  the  insur- 
ance provided  by  the  standard  policy  or  an  alternative  policy 
on  a  prepaid  basis. 

(d)  The  management  of  the  reserve  fund  and  the  admin- 
istration of  the  activities  of  the  association  shall  be  vested  in 
an  executive  committee  which  shall  consist  of  three  indi- 
viduals elected  by  the  Advisory  Council  authorized  to  be 
established  by  section  235. 

(e)  Members  of  the  association  are  authorized  and  en- 
couraged to  offer  supplementary  health  insurance  policies 
designed  to  provide  to  subscribers  of  the  standard  policy 
or  an  alternative  policy  coverage  in  addition  to  that  provided 
by  such  policy.  Such  policies  need  not  be  uniform  and  may 
be  offered  at  premiums  which  would  permit  a  fair  profit  to 
the  members  offering  them.  Such  policies  mag  be  offered 
for  sale  in  conjunction  with  the  standard  policy  or  an  alterna- 
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tive  policy,  but  in  such  case,  shall  be  offered  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  enable  the  prospective  subscriber  clearly  to  dis- 
tinguish between  the  benefits  and  premiums  provided  by  the 
standard  policy  or  the  alternative  policy  and  the  benefits  and 
premiums  provided  by  the  supplementary  policy. 

(f)  The  association  is  authorized,  with  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary  and  the  Advisory  Council,  to  adopt  two  sepa- 
rate and  distinct  symbols,  one  of  which  may  be  used  in  con- 
nection with  the  sale  of  the  standard  policy  and  which  shall 
signify  public  endorsement  of  such  policy  and  the  other  of 
which  may  be  used  in  connection  with  the  sale  of  alternative 
policies  and  which  shall  signify  official  public  endorsement 
of  such  alternative  policies. 

(g)  Nothing  in  this  part  shall  be  construed  to  authorize 
any  control  to  be  exercised  over  carriers  who  are  members 
of  the  association  with  respect  to  any  policy  of  insurance 
offered  by  them  other  than  standard  policies  ( as  described  in 
subsection  (c)  (2)  and  alternative  policies  ( as  described  in 
subsection  (c)(3);  and  the  right  of  such  carriers  to  offer 
other  insurance  policies  shall  be  unaffected  by  their  member- 
ship in  the  association. 

REGIONAL  DIVISIONS  OF  THE  ASSOCIATION 

Sec.  244.  (a)  Any  one  or  more  members  of  the  associa- 
tion which  desire  to  confine  their  business  of  offering  for  sale 
the  standard  policy  or  alternative  policies,  or  both,  to  a  par- 
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ticular  geographical  region  may,  pursuant  to  rules  established 
by  the  association  (iritk  the  approval  of  the  Secretary), 
establish  a  regional  division  of  the  association  for  the  purpose 
of  offering  such  policies  for  sale  in  such  region. 

(b)  Membership  in  any  regional  division  of  the  asso- 
ciation shall  be  open  to  all  members  of  the  association  which 
desire  to  confine  their  sale  of  the  standard  policy  or  alterna- 
tive policies,  or  both,  to  the  geographical  region  with  respect 
to  which  such  division  is  established. 

(c)  Members  of  any  such  division  shall,  in  lieu  of  de- 
positing in  the  reserve  fund  provided  for  in  section  232(c) 
(4)  premiums  received  by  them  on  account  of  any  such 
policies  sold  by  them,  deposit  such  premiums  in  a  common 
fund  to  be  known  as  the  regional  reserve  fund  for  such 
region.  The  regional  reserve  fund  for  any  regional  division 
of  the  association  shall  be  managed  by  the  members  of  such 
division,  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the 
executive  committee  of  the  association  with  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary  and  the  Advisory  Council.  Any  such  regional 
reserve  fund  shall  serve  the  same  purposes  and  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  same  requirements  as  are  prescribed  with  respect 
to  the  reserve  fund  provided  for  in  section  232  ( c)(4).  The 
assets  of  any  such  regional  reserve  fund  shall  be  the  property 
of  the  regional  division  of  the  association  for  which  such  fund 
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is  established,  and  the  expenses  of  such  division  shall  be 
defrayed  from  moneys  in  such  fund. 

(d)  The  executive  committee  of  the  association,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  and  the  Advisory  Council, 
shall  prescribe  regulations  governing  the  manner  in  which 
any  regional  division  of  the  association  shall  be  operated. 
Such  regulations  shall  vest  responsibility  for  the  manage- 
ment and  operation  of  the  division  in  the  membership  thereof, 
but  shall  contain  necessary  safeguards  to  insure  that  the 
division  will  be  managed  and  operated  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  carry  out  in  the  region  with  respect  to  which  it  is  estab- 
lished purposes  and  functions  which  are  the  same  as  those  of 
the  association. 

ESTABLISHMENT  OF  ASSOCIATION 
Sec.  245.  (a)  Whenever  five  or  more  carriers  shall 
have  applied  to  the  Secretary  to  form  the  association  (pro- 
vided for  in  section  232)  the  Secretary  shall,  as  soon  as  he 
is  satisfied  that  such  carriers  are  ready,  willing,  and  able 
to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the  association  (as  set  forth 
in  section  232)  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  con- 
tained in  such  section,  he  shall  declare  the  association  (as 
so  provided  for)  to  be  established  by  such  carriers. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  have  the  duty  and  the  au- 
thority to  make  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  neces- 
sary or  desirable  to  insure  that  the  association,  in  carrying 
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out  its  functions,  complies  with  the  requirements  of  section 
252  and  fulfills  the  purposes  of  this  title. 

ADVISORY  COUNCIL 
Sec.  246.  (a)  For  the  purpose  of  consulting  with  and 
advising  the  Secretary  with  respect  to  the  administration  of 
title  XV III  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  for  the  purpose  of 
electing  the  executive  committee  of  the  association,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  advising  and  assisting  the  association,  the 
executive  committee,  and  the  Secretary  in  carrying  out  their 
respective  functions  under  this  part,  there  is  hereby  created 
an  "Advisory  Council  on  Health  Insurance  for  the  Aged" 
(hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  "Advisory  CounciV). 

(b)  The  Advisory  Council  shall  conduct  a  continuing 
study  and  investigation  of  the  programs  of  insurance  pro- 
vided for  in  this  part  and  in  title  XVIII  of  the  Social 
Security  Act  with  a  view  to  assisting  in  the  formulation  and 
implementation  of  national  policy  in  the  field  of  health  care 
for  the  aged.  The  Council  shall  from  time  to  time  make 
reports  to  the  President  (for  transmittal  by  him  to  the  Con- 
gress) of  its  findings  and  recommendations  resulting  from 
such  study  and  investigation. 

(c)  In  order  to  assist  the  Advisory  Council  in  carrying 
out  its  duties  the  Council  is  authorized  to  employ,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  civil  service  laws  and  the  Classification  Act 
of  1949,  as  amended,  such  staff  as  may  be  necessary. 
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(d)  The  Advisory  Council  shall  consist  of  twenty-four 
members  who  shall  be  appointed  by  the  President.  Mem- 
bers of  the  Advisory  Council  shall  be  selected  by  the  Presi- 
dent with  a  view  to  providing  a  broad  representation,  among 
the  membership  of  the  Council,  of  the  insurance  industry, 
labor,  business,  medical  profession,  consumers,  and  other 
interested  elements  of  society.  Not  less  than  four  members 
of  the  Council  shall  be  persons  whom  the  insurance  industry 
shall  have  approved  as  having  adequate  insurance  experi- 
ence. The  members  of  the  Advisory  Council  shall  elect  a 
member  of  the  Advisory  Council  as  Chairman  thereof. 

(e)  Each  member  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  of  four 
years,  except  that  any  member  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy 
occurring  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  his 
predecessor  was  appointed  shall  be  appointed  only  for  the 
remainder  of  such  term,  and  except  that  the  terms  of  office 
of  the  members  first  taking  office  shall  expire,  as  designated 
by  the  President  at  the  time  of  appointment,  four  at  the  end 
of  the  first  year,  four  at  the  end  of  the  second  year,  four  at 
the  end  of  the  third  year,  and  four  at  the  end  of  the  fourth 
year.  A  member  shall  not  be  eligible  to  serve  co7itinuously 
for  more  than  two  terms. 

(f)  Members  of  the  Advisory  Council,  while  attending 
meetings  or  conferences  of  the  Council  or  otherwise  serving 
on  business  of  the  Council  shall  receive  compensation  at  rates 
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fixed  by  the  Secretary,  but  not  exceeding  $100  per  day,  and 
while  so  serving  away  from  their  homes  or  regular  places 
of  business  they  may  be  allowed  travel  expenses,  including 
per  diem  in  lieu  of  subsistence,  as  authorized  by  section  5 
of  the  Administrative  Expenses  Act  of  1946  (5  U.S.C. 
7Sb-2)  for  persons  in  the  Government  service  employed 
intermittently.  The  Advisory  Council  shall  meet  as  fre- 
quently as  it  deems  necessary,  but  not  less  often  than  two 
times  per  year.  Upon  request  of  thirteen  or  more  of  its 
members,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Chairman  to  call  a 
meeting  of  the  Advisory  Council. 

EXEMPTION  OF  ASSOCIATION  FROM  CERTAIN  LAWS 

Sec.  247.  (a)  The  association  and  each  carrier  which 
is  a  member  of  the  association  shall,  with  respect  to  so 
much  of  its  business  operations  as  is  concerned  exclusively 
with  offering  for  sale,  selling,  and  administering,  the  stand- 
ard policy  or  alternative  policies  (as  described  in  section 
232(c)),  operate  on  a  nonprofit  basis  and  be  exempt  from 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  July  2, 1890,  as  amended  (known 
as  the  Sherman  Act),  other  than  so  much  thereof  as  relates  to 
any  agreement  to  boycott,  coerce,  or  intimidate  or  any  act  of 
boycott,  coercion,  or  intimidation;  the  Act  of  October  15, 
1914,  as  amended  (known  as  the  Clayton  Act);  and  the 
Federal  Trade  Commission  Act. 

(b)  Any  operation  of  a  carrier  which  is  the  subject  of 
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an  exemption  -provided  in  subsection  (a)  shall  be  subject 
to  the  regulation  of  the  Secretary. 

COMPLIANCE  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  248.  (a)  If,  after  reasonable  opportunity  for  hear- 
ing extended  to  the  carrier  concerned,  it  is  determined  by 
the  Secretary  that  a  carrier  has  failed  to  comply  with  any 
requirement  of  this  part,  or  with  any  regulation  promulgated 
pursuant  to  this  part,  the  Secretary  may  declare  either  that 
the  membership  of  such  carrier  in  the  association  is  per- 
manently terminated  or  that  such  membership  is  suspended 
until  such  time  as  the  Secretary  is  satisfied  that  such  carrier 
will  no  longer  fail  to  comply  with  such  requirement  or  such 
regulation. 

(b)  During  any  period  that  the  membership  of  any 
carrier  is  inoperative  by  reason  of  action  taken  by  the  Secre- 
tary pursuant  to  subsection  (a),  such  carrier  shall  not  be 
entitled  to  any  exemption  provided  by  section  236(a),  and 
shall  not,  for  any  purpose,  represent  itself  as  being  a  member 
of  the  association.  Any  carrier  who,  in  offering  for  sale  any 
health  insurance  policy,  falsely  represents  itself  to  be  a 
member  of  the  association  shall  be  fined  not  more  than 
$10,000. 

HEARINGS  AND  JUDICIAL  REVIEW 

Sec.  249.  (a)  Prior  to  promulgating  any  regulation, 
issuing  any  order,  making  any  finding  of  fact,  or  taking  any 
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other  action  under  this  part  which  affects  the  association  or 
any  member  thereof,  the  Secretary  shall  hold  an  appropriate 
hearing  on  the  matter  and  provide  adequate  opportunity  to 
representatives  of  the  association  and  to  any  interested 
member  thereof  to  be  present  and  present  testimony  at  such 
hearing. 

(b)  If  the  association,  or  any  member  thereof,  is  dis- 
satisfied with  any  action  of  the  Secretary  on  which  a  hearing 
is  required  to  be  held  under  subsection  (a),  the  association, 
or  such  member,  as  the  case  may  be,  may  appeal  to  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia  by 
filing  with  such  court  a  notice  of  appeal.  The  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  shall  attach  upon  the  filing  of  such  notice.  A  copy 
of  the  notice  of  appeal  shall  be  forthwith  transmitted  by  the 
clerk  of  the  court  to  the  Secretary,  or  any  officer  designated 
by  him  for  that  purpose.  The  Secretary  shall  thereupon  file 
in  the  court  the  record  of  the  proceedings  on  which  he  based 
his  action.  The  action  of  the  Secretary  shall  be  reviewed  by 
the  court  (on  the  record)  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Administrative  Procedure  Act. 

Attest: 


Secretary. 
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